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New England Journal of Entrepreneurship
Call for Articles
New England Journal of Entrepreneurship (NEJE), published twice a year by Sacred Heart University’s John F. Welch College
of Business, is an invaluable forum for exchange of scholarly ideas, practices, pedagogy, and policies in the field of entrepreneurship and small business management.
The Journal is currently seeking original contributions that have not been published nor are under consideration elsewhere.
The scope of the articles published in NEJE range from theoretical/conceptual to empirical research, with maximum relevance
to practicing entrepreneurs.The Journal will consider practitioner interviews, book reviews, experiential exercises, cases, and
articles dealing with entrepreneurial education.The Journal appeals to a broad audience, so articles submitted should be written in such a manner that those outside of the academic community would be able to comprehend and appreciate the content
of the material.

Format
Manuscripts submitted to NEJE should be written in Microsoft Word 2003 or saved in RTF (rich text format).All papers should
be submitted electronically, via e-mail attachment, to herbert.sherman@liu.edu.
Accompanying each manuscript, as a separate file, should be (a) an abstract of the article (100 words maximum), (b) a biographical sketch of the author(s), and (c) a page with manuscript title and the order of authors as well as the primary author’s
name, mailing address, preferred e-mail, phone and fax numbers.
Authors’ names should not appear anywhere in the manuscript including Word document properties.
Papers are to be double-spaced with one-inch margins. References should be included on separate pages at the end of the
paper. Manuscripts should be no longer than 20 pages of text and 25 pages total, including abstract, text, tables or illustrations,
notes, and works cited. Please consult APA style guidelines for all formatting details.

Copyright
The copyright of published articles will belong to the publishers of NEJE. Authors will be granted permission to reprint or
otherwise use portions of their articles published in the Journal upon written request.

Review Process
All articles will be double-blind refereed.Authors will normally receive reviewers’ comments and the editors’ publishing decision in approximately 90 days of submission.

Submission
All snail-mail correspondence should be addressed to:
Herbert Sherman, Ph.D.
Professor of Management
Long Island University–Brooklyn Campus
School of Business, Public Administration
and Information Sciences
herbert.sherman@liu.edu
Phone: 718-488-1150
Visit our web page at http://www.sacredheart.edu/neje.cfm

Sample Copies
Sample copies of previous issues are available from Joshua Shuart, Associate Editor, on a first-come, first-served basis, or view
them on our website [Fall 2002–present].
Please contact him via e-mail at shuartj@sacredheart.edu.
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New England Journal of Entrepreneurship
From the Editors:
Entrepreneurship, as you know, is an interdisciplinary field of study, but many of the academics who study the field have our
“homes” in a specific discipline; the editor’s “smoke stack” is management. In December 2007 the Academy of Management
Journal celebrated its 50th anniversary. For such an auspicious occasion the editor of NEJE decided to do something he hardly
ever has time to—read the journal from cover to cover! The focus of that issue, not surprisingly enough, was on the impact that
the journal had on the field of management (both its theory and its practice), and, more importantly, what the journal, as well
as academicians in general, have to do to further the growth of the field (and therein the value of the journal).
The two articles that most caught the editor’s eye (perhaps because they were the most critical of the field and the journal)
were from Jean M. Bartunek and Jeffrey Pfeffer. Bartunek (2007) noted that there was a lack of dialog between practitioners and
academics and recommended “collaborative research” as a panacea for creating “forums to flesh our journal articles’ implications for practice … [and] forums to discuss topics about which there is shared interest among academics and practitioners”
(p. 1330). Pfeffer (2007), on the other hand, lambasted the reviewing process “as at least somewhat unreliable and conservative”
in that it seemed to have a preoccupation with theory and called for “expanding our definitions [of research] to encourage clinical, qualitative research and case writing as well as the use of qualitative field methods more generally” (p. 1342).
The gist of their work, as noted by Hambrick (2007, p. 1348) is that “facts must wait theory” and that from a practitioner’s
perspective, this is putting the cart way before the horse. Furthermore, Pfeffer (2007) noted that “many of the major theoretical contributions have appeared in books and in less-prestigious journals” (p. 1338) and therefore the major journals in the field
of management have had little impact on moving the theory and practice of management.
So what does this all have to do with NEJE? We believe that NEJE has explicitly embraced the notions discussed in this
anniversary issue by exhibiting the “risk-taking behavior” that a smaller, less “prestigious” journal (as compared to say
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice) ought to take; to fill the knowledge market niches not addressed by tier 1 research journals.And why should we not practice what we as academics “preach” and try to fulfill unmet market needs?
By trying to bridge the gap between academics and practitioners, theory and practice, we attempt to serve the larger community of practitioners who not only want to be informed by academics but who also want to share their knowledge with academics. NEJE, we hope, accomplishes this objective by going beyond the publishing of traditional academic research of an
empirical nature by first circulating pieces that embrace either new creative ideas of a less theoretically grounded nature and/or
work that is “cutting edge.” We do not purport that this has lead to major contributions in the field of entrepreneurship, but
this has certainly allowed facts to precede theory and given these authors voice in an academic environment where nonmainstream research barely gets published (Hambrick 2007).
We have also tried, over the life of the journal (thank you, Lorry!), to not only reach practitioners but to give their work a
voice through our practitioner’s corner and our interviews. In the last few years we have also published case studies which, in
a qualitative fashion, provide living examples of entrepreneurship and small business management. Lastly, we have now provided a forum for book reviews, another avenue of information dissemination of both basic, applied research, and practice.
This issue kicks off with an interview by Miles Davis, Shenandoah University, of Jim Sinegal, cofounder and CEO of Costco
Wholesale Corporation. Second in our series of articles on faith-based entrepreneurs, the interview outlines how Jim Sinegal
works to establish the integrity and values that Costco is known for without necessarily referencing his personal faith and
beliefs.
From the conceptual side of the journal, we begin with an article by Richard C. Becherer, Mark E. Mendenhall, and Karen Ford
Eickhoff entitled “Separated at Birth: An Inquiry on the Conceptual Independence of the Entrepreneurship and Leadership
Constructs.” Their article takes a rather pioneering stance by differing from the existing writings that claims there is a conceptual overlap between these two literatures.The authors claim that entrepreneurship and leadership “are in fact separate manifestations of a deeper, core phenomenon,” the need to create, and they then “delineate those variables that influence entrepreneurs and leaders to exhibit” said behaviors.
The first of the two empirical pieces in the journal,“Are You an Innovator or Adaptor? The Impact of Cognitive Propensity
on Venture Expectations and Outcomes,” is by Kevin LaMont Johnson,Wade M. Danis, and Marc J. Dollinger.They employ concepts comparable to Miles and Snow’s (1978) four business strategies by testing the assumption that “entrepreneurs think and
behave differently than others” by comparing the problem-solving style of entrepreneurs (hypothesized to be innovators) and
nonentrepreneurs (hypothesized to be adaptors) as it impacts the development and outcome of a new venture.Their findings
indicate that “one’s cognitive style can indeed play a role in the initial development and outcome for the venture, but not always
as expected.”
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The second empirical piece by Matthew C. Sonfield and Robert N. Lussier is a comparative analysis of 159 American family
businesses using size of the firm as the independent variable; it is suggested that as firms grow management activities, styles,
and characteristics change.Their results indicated that there were “significant differences by size in regard to [a number of variables including] the number of nonfamily members in top management, use of outside advisors, [and] time spent engaged in
strategic management …” and that understanding where a firm was in the growth cycle would help them understand their
strategic and operational needs.
“TransLighting Group, Inc.: A Small Town, Family Business” by Jeff Lowenthal is a teaching case, which asks, among other
things, what happens when working becomes a family “affair,” both figuratively and literally.TransLighting Group, Inc. is a $300
million business that when first started, employed family and friends.This tradition continued with just about 50 percent of the
employee base being either a relative or neighbor of someone in the plants; and there are more than 150 employees.The primary problem focus is governance within a family business, both upward and downward. Specifically, how performance management can be used as it relates to production issues and family-employees. A minor secondary problem focus is on staffing
policies and procedures within family businesses and about personal and professional relationships in the workplace.
A rare treat in this issue is the presence of not one but three book reviews.The first review conducted by our Associate Editor
of Book Reviews, Michele K. Masterfano, is of the book Growing Pains: Transitioning from an Entrepreneurship to a
Professionally Managed Firm by Eric G. Flamholtz and Yvonne Randle.This text deals directly with family firm growth based
on the authors consulting experiences—the topic previously addressed by Sonfield and Lussier. Part I focuses on developing a
framework for building a successful company, the four stages of entrepreneurial development; while Part II described each stage
in detail. Part III examines how one constructs a strategic plan as well as deals with issues of implementation and control, while
the last two chapters address issues specific to family business.
The second book review by Lori Wagner Snyder examines Chris Steyaert and Daniel Hjorth’s (eds.) text Entrepreneurship as
Social Change.A Third Movements in Entrepreneurship Book. This series of essays challenges the traditional definition of social
entrepreneurship by repositioning Schumpeter’s concept of creative destruction within a community setting.The book is broken into two parts: part one explores the theoretical underpinnings for the development of an “economic actor” while part two
provides real-life examples of how the concept has and can be employed.
The Oxford Handbook of Entrepreneurship edited by Mark Cason, Bernard Yeung, Anuradha Basu, and Nigel Wadeson and
reviewed by William H.A. Johnson is our last review and takes on the herculean task of examining 20 years of academic research
on entrepreneurship by covering the research areas of economics, psychology, sociology, and management. Meant to be “an
authoritative survey” of the literature, its 27 chapters take in a cadre of topics many of which are interdisciplinary in nature and
create what one might call a “must have” for PhD students studying the field.
As always, we the editors are indebted to our associate editors, the authors, reviewers, and staff who have worked on this
issue and made our jobs pleasurable ones. We invite you as a NEJE reader to become more involved with our publication. We
look forward to your submissions, comments on this issue (as well as the other past online issues), and your volunteering to
assist in the arduous task of reviewing manuscripts.
Sincerely,

Herbert Sherman
Editor

Joshua Shuart
Associate Editor and Web Master

Lorry Weinstein
Editor Emeritus
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CALL

FOR

PAPERS

JOURNAL OF BEHAVIORAL AND APPLIED MANAGEMENT
Management educators, trainers and practitioners are invited to contribute articles or cases for
possible publication in the Journal of Behavioral and Applied Management (ISSN 1930 0158),
a national refereed, online publication.
Manuscripts should be of interest to researchers, management instructors at the undergraduate
and graduate levels, and to practitioners.A more complete call including the submission
procedure, review procedure, review information, and some suggested topics may be found at
http://www.ibam.com/pubs/jbam/callforpapers.asp.
The Journal of Behavioral and Applied Management is listed with:
• ProQuest’s ABI/Inform;
• Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ—http://www.doaj.org/);
• dmoz Open Directory Project (http://dmoz.org/);
• Informatics J-Gate (http://www.j-gate.informindia.co.in/); and
• Cabell’s Directory of Publishing Opportunities (http://www.cabells.com/).
A style guide can be found at http://www.ibam.com/pubs/jbam/styleguide.asp. Manuscripts
may not be previously published or be under consideration for publication by another journal.
Previous issues can be examined at http://www.ibam.com/pubs/jbam/toc.asp.
Dr. David D. Van Fleet, Editor
Journal of Behavioral and Applied Management
ddvf@asu.edu
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Integrity and Values

Dr. Jim Sinegal
Costco Wholesale Corporation
n the spring 2007 issue of The New England Journal
of Entrepreneurship, my coauthor and I explored the
intersection of faith and business practices with S.
Truett Cathy, founder and chairman of Chick-fil-A. Mr.
Cathy is a devoted Southern Baptist, but the interviews
with him led me to consider how members of other faith
traditions who have built successful enterprises see the role
of their faith in their entrepreneurial endeavors.
Jim Sinegal is cofounder and CEO of Costco Wholesale
Corporation, better known as simply Costco. Since its
beginnings in 1983 in Seattle, Washington, Costco has
risen to be the top warehouse-club retailer in the nation,
with more than 500 stores in the United States and
abroad. The company is known as much for its low prices
as the relatively low salary taken by its cofounder (under
400K) and the relative high salaries paid to its cashiers
($17 per hour).
The company, and Sinegal, has emerged as an example
for others to follow. Costco was even mentioned in the
2008 Presidential debate in New Hampshire held on
January 5, as a company that “does it right.” The question
that I wanted to explore with Sinegal is, why—when so
many seem to get it wrong—is his company so different?
And, like the practices that make Chick-fil-A and S. Truett
Cathy different, are those practices rooted in a religious or
spiritual framework?
In describing his success, Sinegal attributes it to “just
good business practices.” And while he was born into a
Catholic family and supports Catholic causes, he does not
necessarily tie his faith to the way he approaches business.
That approach, he says, is based in learning how to do
business with integrity and high values from an early mentor.The following interview outlines how Sinegal approaches business and how he works to establish integrity and
high values throughout Costco Wholesale Corporation.

I

NEJE: Tell us about your company.
Sinegal: My partner and I started it in Seattle in 1983. I
was living in Southern California at the time. We had concluded that Seattle would be a good market because of the
rather low level of competition from a pricing standpoint.
We got ourselves established in our business.Very early on

we applied for a license to sell beer and wine in the state
of Washington, but we were meeting with all sorts of obstacles. After a period of time, it became very clear that they
were trying to stop us from selling [beer and wine]. They
would come in and run an audit on our books and looked
at all sorts of things like what [price] we were selling milk
for.They investigated all sorts of things that were not even
associated with liquor and selling beer and wine. It became
very obvious that our business would always be subject to
scrutiny because of the nature of it and because we were
asking people to pay a membership fee and because we
were offering great prices on all sorts of branded merchandise. So we understood that there would always be a lot of
questions and lots of skepticism on what we were all
about.
So we decided that we were going to structure our business in a fashion that would overcome any of the objections
that people would have. We were going to guarantee every
single product that we carried unconditionally and additionally we were going to guarantee the membership if anybody
was unhappy with it at any point.We were not going to carry
any seconds or irregulars or poor quality merchandise. We
were not going to engage in superlatives or advertising. We
don’t advertise anyway, so that was a pretty easy call.We were
not going to have anybody claim or suggest that the only way
that we were profitable was because we were making money
off the backs of our employees and that we were not paying
them properly. We established our code of conduct at that
time.
We believe that there are four things that every business
has to do (1) obey the laws, (2) take care of its customers, (3)
take care of its people, and (4) respect the suppliers. And if
[the business] does all those things, pretty much in that
order, they will do what they ultimately have to do as a public company or as a corporation, which is reward the shareholders. Our view is that you can reward the shareholders in
a short term by not paying attention to one of those aspects,
but you can’t do it in a long term. Sooner or later you are
going to stumble very badly. You are either going to have
labor problems, or you are going to break the law, or your
customers are going to be turned off, or the suppliers are not
going to want to do any business with you.You have to rec-
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ognize that all those things in a long-term view are important.
Over the period of time since we went public, which is
now more than 20 years, we have increased the price of our
stock on an 18.5 percent compounded annual rate.We think
that’s pretty good. If most of us had an opportunity to invest
in something that was going to guarantee that type of return
over 20 years, we would be pretty pleased with it.
NEJE: I agree.
Sinegal: And we have been very fortunate. I am not trying to
dismiss the fact that an awful lot of good luck goes into being
a successful businessperson. It is not intended to be trivial
when I say that. I do believe that there are lots of great businesses and smart businesses that fail for one reason or another, sometimes for things beyond their control. We had some
good fortune. But we also always paid attention to those four
elements of the business.Those were the four things that we
had to do and you know it was pretty simple to follow from
that standpoint.
If you think about it, you don’t have a choice of whether
you are going to obey the law; you just have to. If you don't
take care of your customers, you are not going to be in business very long. And certainly, having disgruntled employees
and having a labor force that is unhappy with you, not only
makes it unpleasant to go to work, but it makes it unpleasant
for your customers as well. So, we’ve been pretty mindful of
that. We have always loved and viewed our businesses as
something that we wanted to build for a long term. We are
the company that wants to be here 50 years from now. We
want to still be thriving. We want our employees to know
that they can build their careers here, that they can count on
us being here and that we are not going out of business. For
the suppliers likewise, we want them to know they can
count on our business into the future. We want the communities where we are doing business to know that our buildings are still going to be around and we still are going to be
employing people in the future and those are all commitments that we have.
We have been very fortunate that we have grown from
1983 when we opened our first Costco. This past year our
sales were just over $60 billion; we’ve been very profitable.
We will continue to grow our business. We have 132,000
employees worldwide and we promote almost exclusively
from within our company. We always had the adage that if
you hire good people, give them good jobs, pay good wages,
and provide good careers, then good things will happen in
your business.
I believe that one of the greatest contributions that my
partner and I have made to the business is the fact that we’ve
assembled a management team and built a management team
that is capable of running a company this size.

NEJE: If I interviewed 100 CEOs and people who have
started and developed their companies to your size, I
would probably hear a lot of what you have said from
99 of those companies. So I am going to push you a little bit. Because there has to be something that you are
doing differently—different from your nearest competitor, Sam’s Club. I am trying to get at what is undergirding your success beyond just the framework of
how you think about it.
Sinegal: Well, I think you have to put it into action.You can’t
just say you are going to take care of everybody. It is not just
a fancy slogan that you can pin on the wall.You can go into
any corporation in America and you are going to see a set of
values somewhere near the entrance. The question is
whether it is just something that you put up for show and the
cosmetics, or whether it is really something that the organization believes in. We try to make it something that we
believe in. Everybody understands that one of the ways that
you can get in trouble is if you break the law; there is no
exception. We are not going to wink and suggest that somebody put their thumb on the meat scale and make another
$10 for us.This type of behavior not only is not tolerated, but
you are going to get yourself in trouble.
We expect commitment in everything that we do. You
have to make it very clear to everyone.You have to rehearse,
refresh, and renew yourself continually on all of these
aspects.
NEJE: You have stores in the United States and other
countries.
Sinegal: We are in 8 countries and 39 states, with a total of
504 stores.
NEJE: With an operation that large how do you ensure
or how does the management team ensure that this
philosophy and information is disseminated across
the organization?
Sinegal: We make it a major purpose of our business.
Generally speaking, employees know when you are being a
phony. If you tell them you are not going to break the law,
but at the same time they see you are doing things to dismiss
any requirements for landscaping a new location, they pretty
well get the message that this is a bunch of baloney.They do
not believe in what you are saying. They see that you are
obeying the law to the extent that you don’t get caught.
Obey the law means obey the law.We have challenged the
laws in the past when we thought that they were unjust. But
we’ve done it knowingly with our eyes open and with a premeditated purpose at challenging it.We had a couple of lawsuits when we thought that the law was incorrect. One of
them was in the state of Washington when the beverage control board passed the regulation that you had to sell beer and
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wine with a minimum of 10 percent markup, and they conveniently excluded themselves from having to comply. We
felt that this was a violation of antitrust laws and we challenged the law.We purposely priced beer and wine below 10
percent so that they would cite us and we could take them
to court. Those are rare instances in which this would happen, but there are instances when it is important to challenge
the law. Rosa Parks was a classic example. Ours was not quite
as dramatic, but nonetheless it was a challenge.
That type of spirit runs throughout our organization and
people are watching on a continual basis. If they know that
an employee is being treated unfairly, that becomes an indictment against the entire organization. If you knowingly mistreated an employee, everybody is going to know about it
and everybody is going to question your values relative to the
people who are working there. Such a situation suggests that
if they can do it to them, then why can’t they do it to me? You
try to avoid it. None of this is to suggest that there are not
instances when the employee needs to be disciplined and
that the suppliers need to be discontinued. But you are trying
to be fair and expect to be treated as fair as possibly in
return. And you reinforce it every day. Believe me, you are
being watched every day. Pretty soon people get the message
and after a certain period of time, they do know that you
mean it.And, they are happy to get on board with it.
NEJE: I would like to ask you a personal question. Are
you just attributing to good business sense your success or is there a particular faith that undergoes how
you approach your business?
Sinegal: I was raised and educated as a Catholic. I would not
suggest to you that I am a practicing Catholic today, although
I still consider myself a Catholic. I am involved in many
Catholic charities, mainly because I have that background. I
am a trustee on the board of Seattle University, a Jesuit
University. But I think it’s been my business training. And I
think it’s been a sense of values that have been raised in my
business training. I had the good fortune of working for a
wonderful boss, whom I learned almost everything from in
terms of sense of values and integrity. In the final analysis, it
is just good business.
NEJE: There are a number of companies where people have been trained in business and they are not
speaking the same language that you are speaking.
Sinegal: When I was 18, I had the good fortune to work for
and be trained by a gentleman who had the highest sense of
integrity and values.That rubbed off. It was part of my whole
business acumen if you will, my education in business, and
this was the right course of action. You feel comfortable
about what you do and about yourself when you are making
decisions in that fashion.

NEJE: Explain your thinking about why you don’t
advertise and the value of advertising.
Sinegal: In our business advertising is cost. If you advertise,
you have to raise the price of the merchandise—it is that simple.We are working on margins that do not allow us to spend
1 or 2 percent on advertising.
Also, advertising becomes like a drug. I use the expression:
It’s like heroin, once you start doing it, it is very hard to stop.
We feel that the most successful type of advertising is word
of mouth. When people are saying good things about you, it
is much more important than when you say them about yourself.
One of the comments that we get across the country from
all sorts of major communities is that you guys are the conversation of cocktail parties. Someone is saying, “Gee, you
know I got a Coach bag down at Costco the other day.” When
people talk like this with their neighbors, they admire your
company.That gets us more business than anything else that
we can do.When you get people talking about you that way,
it is irreplaceable.There is no way to replace this type of concept.Word of mouth is the most effective type of advertising.
NEJE: So for those who are spending $2.6 million on 30
seconds of high-profile ads like those aired during
the Super Bowl, where would you say their money
would be better spent as opposed to spending it on
that type of advertisement?
Sinegal: This concept is good for our business. I don’t know
if it is good for everyone else’s. I think that’s what is exciting
about American commerce.There are so many ways of doing
business—and so many creative ways of doing it. I certainly
will not be criticizing some of the advertising and people
naming stadiums and stuff like that. That works for them. It
does not work for us. And, what we do may not work for
them. It does not make us right and them wrong.
NEJE: My last question…what do you wish I had
asked you about that I have not?
Sinegal: The question that I am asked the most is: Did you
ever think you would ever get so big? That you would grow
from 0 to 504 Costcos, doing $60 billion. My answer is no.
When we started out, we thought we would be lucky if we
opened 20 or 30 of these places and grow the business.A lot
of good things happened to us.We’ve been fortunate and we
have wonderful people working for us.
Another question that people ask on an ongoing basis is:
What worries you the most about the business going forward? And my answer is always that I worry most about maintaining the discipline necessary to do the business under the
type of margin that we work on. I worry that we don’t lose
sight of what it is that got us to where we are and continue
to keep the same values.
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NEJE: Your comment triggered another question. What
would you want to be said about you? I discovered
that your employment contract with the company is
rather unique. It is only one page and you put in there
that you can be terminated for lack of performance.
Sinegal: That’s right.
NEJE: I am going to assume that people are happy
with your performance until you decide that it is time
for you to leave. The question becomes what do you

want to be said about you, your personal legacy said
by people who worked at Costco or across the business community?
Sinegal: I could refer to Warren Buffet. He said that in his
eulogy he wanted people to say,“My God he was old!” I think
it’s important that you are not being ennobled or enlarged
before or after you live. We started a good business and we
did everything to perpetuate it for the security of everybody
and for all the stakeholders. I think that is the legacy I would
like to leave.
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Separated at Birth:
An Inquiry on the Conceptual Independence
of the Entrepreneurship and the Leadership Constructs
Richard C. Becherer
Mark E. Mendenhall
Karen Ford Eickhoff
ntrepreneurship and leadership may flow from the
same genealogical source and the appearance of
separation of the two constructs may be due to differences in the contexts through which the root phenomenon flows. Entrepreneurship and leadership are figuratively different manifestations of the need to create. To better
understand the origin of entrepreneurship and leadership,
research must first focus on the combinations or hierarchy
of traits that are necessary, but perhaps not sufficient, to
stimulate the two constructs. Factors that trigger a drive to
create or take initiative within the individual in the context of a particular circumstance should be identified, and
the situational factors that move the individual toward
more traditional leader or classic entrepreneurial-type
behaviors need to be understood.

E

influence the manifestation of entrepreneurial and leadership behavior on the part of individuals, that entrepreneurship and leadership are not overlapping constructs but are in
fact separate manifestations of a deeper, core phenomenon.
First, we delineate the variables that influence entrepreneurs and leaders to exhibit behavior that scholars have
found to evidence entrepreneurship or leadership. Like
Cogliser and Brigham (2004) we focused our analysis of the
literature on “entrepreneurs and not entrepreneurship [and
leaders and not leadership] research in toto” (2004, p. 774).
We also delineate variables that may influence either the
behavior of entrepreneurs or of leaders while remaining dormant in their valence for the other field. Based on this review,
we then explore the implications of our findings for future
theoretical and conceptual direction for both fields.

Scholars in the area of entrepreneurship have traditionally
conducted their research independently and largely without
awareness of their colleagues’ research in the field of leadership. However, scholars have recently begun to explore linkages between the two literatures, focusing on: (1) the comparison of the stages of evolution between the two fields
(Cogliser and Brigham 2004); (2) a theoretical and empirical
convergence and overlap between the two literatures (Baron
2002; Cogliser and Brigham 2004); (3) field thematic evidence that entrepreneurship can be subsumed within the
field of leadership (Vecchio 2003); (4) the mutually beneficial
effects of an integration of the two literatures (Baron 2002;
Cogliser and Brigham 2004; Gartner, Bird, and Starr 1992;
Vecchio 2003); and (5) the merging of concepts from both
fields in the development of a new, universal construct,
“entrepreneurial leadership” (Gupta, MacMillan, and Surie
2004; Schulz and Hofer 1999).
The purpose of this article is to add to the growing but
nascent body of literature that explores the theoretical and
empirical relationships between the fields of entrepreneurship and leadership. In so doing, however, our conclusions
from our review of the conceptual overlaps between the literatures take a different path than our colleagues’ assessments (Baron 2002; Cogliser and Brigham 2004; Gupta,
MacMillan, and Surie 2004;Vecchio 2003).We will argue, after
comparing the overlap of variables that have been found to

Variables that Influence the Manifestation of
Entrepreneur and Leader Behavior
Before we delineate the variables that influence entrepreneurs and leaders, it is important to assess the domain we
focused our review within in terms of construct operationalization. Both entrepreneurship and leadership are business
activities that are difficult to define in terms of snapshot
descriptions. The problem in the operationalization of the
leadership construct lies in the multidimensionality of the
construct.Traits, behavior, influence, interaction patterns, role
relationships, positional authority, power, etc. are some of the
many aspects of leadership that scholars have used as foundations on which to form definitions of the construct of leadership (Yukl 1998). Scholars have found that the ability to
construct a robust model of leadership lessens as greater
numbers of its dimensions are incorporated into a model.
Thus, in an effort to increase conceptual precision among the
relationships between variables in their models, scholars
have opted to create “conceptually limited” leadership models (Yukl 1998).Also, terminology is confusing when attempting a review of this field, for the terms manager and leader,
depending on how they are operationalized by specific
scholars may not reflect valid reflections of the actual phenomenon—leadership.Thus,Yukl (1998) and others include
studies that investigated managers and executives under the
umbrella of leadership studies.
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In the field of entrepreneurship, Hull, Bosley, and Udell
(1980) use a classic dictionary definition to define an entrepreneur as “a person who organizes and manages a business
undertaking assuming the risk for the sake of profit.” Other
authors simply define entrepreneurship based on the end
result: a new business venture being created (Vesper 1982;
Timmons, Smollen, and Dingee 1985; Begley and Boyd 1987;
and Gartner 1988). One of the earliest and most renowned
writers on the subject, Joseph Schumpeter, stated,“. . . entrepreneurship, as defined, essentially, consists in doing things
that are not generally done in the ordinary course of business
routine, it is essentially a phenomenon that comes under the
wider aspect of leadership” (1934, p. 254).
An additional debate focuses on the scope of analysis in
understanding entrepreneurial behavior. Shaver and Scott
(1991) support the traditional approach of examining individual traits to explain entrepreneurial behavior. Other research
suggests that person-centric approaches do not adequately
explain entrepreneurial activity (Gartner 1988; Eckhardt and
Shane 2003; McMullen and Shepherd 2006). While a trait-oriented approach alone may not provide a comprehensive
explanation for entrepreneurial activity, certain traits have
been identified with individuals who are entrepreneurial.
Traits are associated with the entrepreneurial profile, but
traits alone do not directly link to behavior.The entrepreneurship literature reflects the same difficulty that the field of leadership has had in wrestling with operationalization and construct issues (Brockhaus and Horwitz 1985; Gartner 1988).
Despite these challenges, findings do exist in both literatures that shed light on variables important to the manifestation of entrepreneur and leader behaviors. It is within this
realm of “construct flexibility”that we report the results of our
review of both literatures under the premise that while individual traits and expectations may not wholly explain the phenomena, they do play an important role in the triggering and
maintenance of individual entrepreneur and leader behaviors.
Within the field of leadership there have been many
reviews that assess variables associated with leadership (see
for example, Bass 2000;Yukl 1998, 2002); we focused on the
common, main findings of previous reviewers of this literature in reporting the major variables that influence leader
behavior.The entrepreneurship literature is not as vast as the
leadership literature and reflects few attempts to distill variables that influence entrepreneurs in meaningful ways.Thus,
we reviewed the extant empirical literature in this area and
we report our findings as they contrast to those of the major
reviews in the leadership literature.The results of our review
are summarized in Table 1.

Vision
Many scholars have noted that vision is a critical dimension
to leadership effectiveness (Bass 2000; Bennis and Nanus

1985; Rainey and Watson 1996; Roy 1990/1991).The ability to
define a clear mission, communicate it, and persuade others
to join in the quest of its achievement is a common topic in
both the empirical and theoretical leadership literature
(Cogliser and Brigham 2004). Vision generally is viewed as
being important because it creates a passion among the followers of the leader as well as heightened commitment and
internal identification of the task in employees (Austin et al.
1996; Bass 2000; Behling and McFillen 1996; Conger and
Kanugo 1987; Joplin and Daus 1997; Kanter 1989; Leavitt
1986; Rost 1993).
Similarly, vision has been found in the entrepreneurship
literature to be a core dimension of effective entrepreneurs
(Baum and Locke 2004; Baum, Locke, and Kirkpatrick 1998;
Bryant 2004; Carland, Carland, and Stewart 1996; Cogliser and
Brigham 2004; Dyer 1997; Kets de Vries 1997). Baum et al.
(1998) found that the dimensional attributes of a cogent
vision directly influenced subsequent success in entrepreneurial ventures.The sense of vision in entrepreneurs is necessary to create the passion that is critical in creating a new
product, service, or company (Goodman 1994; Oneal 1993).
Without a sense of vision, entrepreneurs find it difficult to
envision alternative scenarios, and to have the imagination
necessary to solve complex and perplexing problems
(Goodman 1994). Entrepreneurs and leaders with a strong
sense of vision are often viewed by others as being charismatic in their behavior by both leadership (Bass 1985; 2000;
Conger and Kanugo, 1988, 1998; Rainey and Watson 1996)
and entrepreneurship scholars (Baum and Locke 2004; Dyer
1997; Kets de Vries 1997). Interestingly, there is a strong
counter-literature that suggests that charisma often plays a
negative role in terms of the long-term success of organizations (for example, see Collins 2001). Sustainability of vision
requires a “systemization” or an “infusion of values” (Selznick
1957) into the organization and charisma rarely leads to
“shared vision,”but rather “projected vision.” While the jury is
still out on the exact nature of the role charisma plays in
effective entrepreneurial and leader effectiveness, our review
nevertheless reflects that people tend to attribute charisma
to individuals who have a vision and work to carry it out.

Creativity/Innovation
Creativity has been cited as a characteristic of leadership, particularly among transformational leaders (Bass 1985). Leaders
tend to be more creative, to have novel and innovative ideas,
and to be less inhibited as they search for ideational solutions.
Similarly, curiosity has been found to be a critical component
of leadership effectiveness in global contexts (Black,
Morrison, and Gregersen 1999). Among the personal attributes that predicted managerial advancement over a 20-year
time period at AT&T, creativity was one of the primary predictors (Howard and Bray 1990). Also, creativity is necessary to
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Table 1. Constructs and Research by Disciplinary Area—Review of Empirical Literature

Variables
Vision

Leadership Literature

Entrepreneurship Literature

Bass 2000
Bennis and Nanus 1985
Rainey and Watson 1996
Roy 1990/1991
Cogliser and Brigham, 2004
Austin et al. 1996
Behling and McFillen 1996
Conger and Kanugo 1987
Joplin and Daus 1997
Kanter 1989
Leavitt 1986
Rost 1993
Bass 1985
Conger and Kanugo, 1988, 1998

Baum and Locke 2004
Baum, Locke, and Kirkpatrick 1998
Bryant 2004
Carland, Carland, and Stewart 1996
Cogliser and Brigham, 2004
Dyer 1997
Kets de Vries 1997
Goodman 1994
Oneal 1993

AchievementOrientation

Bass 2000
McClelland and Burnham 1994
Behling and McFillen 1996
Howard and Bray 1990
Yukl 1998

Tenacity

Stogdill 1948
Lussier and Achua 2004
Bass 1985, 1990, 2000
Behling and McFillen 1996
Bennis and Nanus 1985
Howard and Bray 1990
Joplin and Daus 1997
Stogdill 1974

Begley and Boyd 1987
Brockhaus 1982
Dalglish 2000
Gartner 1988
Hornaday and Aboud 1971
Hornaday and Bunker 1970
Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980
Jennings, Cox, and Cooper 1994
Komives 1972
Lachman 1980
Liles 1974
McClelland 1961
Schrage 1965
Shaver 1995
Stewart, Watson, Carland, and Carland 1999
Begley and Boyd 1987

Creativity/
Innovation

Bass 1985
Black, Morrison, and Gregersen 1999
Howard and Bray 1990
Mumford et al. 2002

Carland, Hoy, Boulton, and Carland 1984
Dalglish 2000
Gartner 1988
Hornaday and Aboud 1971
Hornaday and Bunker 1970
Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980
Jennings, Cox, and Cooper 1994
Schumpeter 1934
Stewart, Watson, Carland, and Carland 1999
Timmons 1999
Drucker 1998

Baum and Locke 2004
Hisrich and O’Brien 1981
Gartner 1988
Goodman 1994
Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980
Markman and Baron 2003
Mescon and Montanari 1981
Oneal 1993
Sexton and Bowman 1985
Timmons and Spinelli 2004

(continued)
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(Table 1 continued)
Self-Confidence

Stogdill 1948, 1974
Lussier and Achua 2004
Behling and McFillen 1996
Austin et al. 1996
House 1977
House and Baetz 1979
Howard and Bray 1990

PowerOrientation

Behling and McFillen 1996
Conger and Kanugo 1987
McClelland and Burnham 1976, 1994
Yukl 1998
Howard and Bray 1990

Proactivity

Bateman and Crant 1993
Bass 1985
Barker 1997
Kotter 1996
Kets de Vries 1997
Tracey 1998
Berry, Seiders, and Gresham 1997

Risk-taking

Locus of Control

Austin et al. 1996
Berry, Seiders, and Gresham 1997
Kets de Vries 1997
Tracey 1998
Howard and Bray 1990

Yukl 2002
Begley and Boyd 1987
Miller, Kets de Vries, and Toulouse 1982
Miller and Toulouse 1986
Howell and Avolio 1993

Baum and Locke 2004
Boyd and Vozikis 1994
Chen, Greene, and Crick 1998
Gartner 1988
Hornaday and Bunker 1970
Hornaday and Aboud 1971
Scherer, Adams, Carley, and Wiche 1989
Sexton and Bowman 1985
Welsh and White 1983
Markman and Baron 2003
Bandura 1977
Baum 1994

Dalglish 2000
Gartner 1988
Hornaday and Aboud 1971
Schrage 1965
Hagen 1962
Collins, Moore, and Unwalla 1964
Shapero 1975
McGrath, MacMillan, and Scheinberg 1992
Gerber 1988
Becherer and Maurer 1999
Timmons and Spinelli 2004

Begley and Boyd 1987
Brockhaus 1980, 1982
Carland, Hoy, Boulton, and Carland 1984
Dalglish 2000
Gartner 1988
Hornaday and Bunker 1970
Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980
Kao 1991
Liles 1974
Litzinger 1965
Mancuso 1975
McClelland 1961
Oneal 1993
Palmer 1971
Sexton and Bowman 1985
Stewart and Roth 2001
Stewart, Watson, Carland, and Carland 1999
Timmons 1999
Welsh and White 1981
Schere 1982
McGrath, MacMillan, and Scheinberg 1992
Vecchio 2003
Brockhaus 1980
Borland 1975
Brockhaus and Nord 1979
Dalglish 2000
Gartner 1988
Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980
Liles 1974
Shaver 1995
Timmons 1999
Brockhaus 1982
Vecchio 2003
Carland, Carland, and Stewart 1996
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lead creative people in R&D and innovation contexts because
multiple permutations of direct and indirect influence tactics
are required in such work settings (Mumford et al. 2002).
Not surprisingly, creativity/innovation is a common manifestation of entrepreneurship and is well established in the
empirical literature of that field (Carland et al. 1984; Dalglish
2000; Gartner 1988; Hornaday and Aboud 1971; Hornaday
and Bunker 1970; Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980; Jennings, Cox,
and Cooper 1994; Schumpeter 1934; Stewart et al. 1999;
Timmons 1999). Drucker (1998) observes that entrepreneurship is marked by an individual’s commitment to the systematic practice of innovation. Further evidence that creativity
and innovation are an inherent aspect of entrepreneurship
was identified in research by Carland et al. (1984) as they
found that innovation was the critical factor that distinguished entrepreneurs from managers and small businessowners. The entrepreneur appears to have a propensity for
“creating activity” manifested by some innovative combination of resources for profit.

Achievement-Orientation
Bass (2000), in his review of the leadership literature,
observed that need and concern for achievement is evidenced by leaders, and McClelland and Burnham (1994)
found that a high need for achievement is necessary for managers to be successful in decentralized companies. They
noted that “a constant concern for improvement, for growing
the business in a cost-efficient way, characterizes successful
managers of small companies” (p. 10). Behling and McFillen
(1996) found that leaders have active attitudes toward goal
attainment, and Howard and Bray (1990) found that achievement orientation predicted long-term managerial advancement.The empirical research on achievement orientation in
leadership does reflect mixed findings however (Yukl 1998).
The high need for achievement has been demonstrated to
be a clear variable in entrepreneurship within the literature
of that field (Begley and Boyd 1987; Brockhaus 1982; Dalglish
2000; Gartner 1988; Hornaday and Aboud 1971; Hornaday
and Bunker 1970; Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980; Jennings, Cox,
and Cooper 1994; Komives 1972; Lachman 1980; Liles 1974;
McClelland 1961; Schrage 1965; Shaver 1995; Stewart et al.
1999). Entrepreneurs are active as opposed to passive decision-makers, and they tend to be goal setters.They compete
with their own standards of performance and generally are
always attempting to improve their performance (Begley and
Boyd 1987). As part of their achievement orientation, entrepreneurs often seek feedback on how they are doing to continue to improve performance.

Tenacity
Tenacity, perseverance, drive, high levels of endurance—this
orientation has been labeled with a variety of terms in both

the entrepreneurship and leadership literature, but we will
use the term “tenacity” for the purposes of this article. The
leadership literature from the earliest stages of the field’s
development to the present is replete with the emergence of
tenacity as being correlative of leadership behavior, or manifested whenever leadership behavior is observed.Tenacity to
succeed in achieving one’s vision or mission has come to be
seen as a critical component of leadership effectiveness (Bass
1985, 1990, 2000; Behling and McFillen 1996; Bennis and
Nanus 1985; Howard and Bray 1990; Joplin and Daus 1997;
Lussier and Achua 2004; Stogdill 1948, 1974).
In the entrepreneurship literature, tenacity is well documented as being a hallmark of the entrepreneur (Baum and
Locke 2004; Hisrich and O’Brien 1981; Gartner 1988;
Goodman 1994; Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980; Markman and
Baron 2003; Mescon and Montanari 1981; Oneal 1993; Sexton
and Bowman 1985).An entrepreneur needs tenacity, commitment, and determination to overcome obstacles and compensate for other weaknesses or resource shortages.This characteristic was emphasized by President Calvin Coolidge who
was said to have stated:“Nothing in the world can take the
place of persistence.Talent will not; nothing is more common
than unsuccessful men with talent. Genius will not; unrewarded genius is almost a proverb. Education will not; the
world is full of educated derelicts. Persistence and determination alone are omnipotent. The slogan ‘Press On’ has solved
and always will solve the problems of the human race”
(Respectfully Quoted 2003).
In fact, in entrepreneurial pursuits, commitment and
determination have been cited as the most important factors
for success (Timmons and Spinelli 2004). Similarly, Hisrich
and O’Brien (1981) cite perseverance as a critical success
factor in their study of female entrepreneurs. Hull, Bosley, and
Udell (1980) found “persistence” as underlying the success of
the entrepreneurs in their study. While Gartner (1988)
prefers the notion of activities or behaviors rather than traits,
he also supports the importance of perseverance as an
important aspect of entrepreneurship.

Self-confidence
Self-confidence has also emerged as a factor associated with
leadership from the earliest studies to the present (Stogdill,
1948, 1974; Lussier and Achua 2004).A self-assured individual
(Behling and McFillen 1996) with a strong belief that what
he/she is doing is right (Austin et al. 1996; Behling and
McFillen 1996; House 1977; House and Baetz 1979) has a
strong positive impact on followers. Self-confidence was one
of the predictors of managerial advancement over a 10-year
time span in Howard and Bray’s longitudinal study done at
AT&T (1990).
Similarly, self-confidence seems to be integral to the pursuit of entrepreneurship as well (Baum and Locke 2004; Boyd
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and Vozikis 1994; Chen, Greene, and Crick 1998; Gartner
1988; Hornaday and Bunker 1970; Hornaday and Aboud 1971;
Scherer et al. 1989; Sexton and Bowman 1985; Welsh and
White 1983). Research has demonstrated that entrepreneurs
are self-confident, particularly when they are in control.
There is some gain or loss in their self-confidence, however,
when there is a gain or loss in control (Welsh and White
1983). The role of self-confidence in entrepreneurship was
supported by the empirical work of Sexton and Bowman
(1985) who found that, compared with others, entrepreneurs
prefer autonomy in terms of self-reliance, dominance, and
independence. Markman and Baron (2003) have isolated the
variable of self-efficacy—“the belief in one’s ability to muster
and implement necessary resources, skills and competencies
to attain a certain level of achievement on a given task”
(Shane, Locke, and Collins 2003, p. 267; Bandura 1977), as a
predictor of starting new ventures on the part of entrepreneurs, while Baum (1994) found it was a robust predictor of
actual growth of start-ups. Baum and Locke (2004), in a sixyear longitudinal study, found that self-efficacy combined
with the variables of goals and communicated vision had
direct effects on new venture growth.

Power-Orientation
Both entrepreneurs and leaders appear, from the empirical
literature, to be comfortable with the notion and process of
power acquisition (Behling and McFillen 1996; Conger and
Kanugo 1987; McClelland and Burnham 1976, 1994; Yukl
1998). Stogdill (1948) observed that one of the paramount
traits of leaders was “the desire to accept responsibility and
occupy a position of dominance and control” (Yukl 1998, p.
236).A subsequent review by Stogdill in 1974 confirmed this
trait as being correlative to leadership behavior. Howard and
Bray (1990) found that need for power (dominance) was a
strong predictor of managerial advancement in their longitudinal study of AT&T managerial cadres.This need for power
can be deployed for selfish reasons (career advancement,
dominance, manipulation, etc.) or for reasons that flow out of
what McClelland and Burnham (1976) termed, “socialized
power” (desire to build a productive team, develop people,
etc.). Thus, the mere possession of a high need for power
does not predict in and of itself behavior that would lead to
sustainable organizational success.
Entrepreneurs also tend to exhibit a need for power and
control (Dalglish 2000; Gartner 1988; Hornaday and Aboud
1971; Schrage 1965), but perhaps with slightly different
motives.An entrepreneur’s need for power is often driven by
inability to accept authority (Hagen 1962), a negative experience or general dissatisfaction with previous work (Collins,
Moore, and Unwalla 1964; Shapero 1975), or they are first and
foremost “technicians” who are better at doing what their
business does than anyone else (Gerber 1988). These entre-

preneurs want to retain control as they think more about the
work of the business than running the business as the
owner/entrepreneur. Moreover, McGrath, MacMillan, and
Scheinberg (1992) point out that entrepreneurship is one
route to mobility and a higher societal position, and entrepreneurial activities can produce an advantage that can be
obtained in no other way. Thus, via their entrepreneurial
activities entrepreneurs are likely to promote a greater
amount of differentiation between themselves and others.

Proactivity
Bateman and Crant (1993, p. 105) define the proactive individual as one who in relative terms is not constrained by the
situation and who causes environmental change. Bass (1985)
noted that leaders are proactive in their thinking, are less
willing to accept the status quo, and are more likely to seek
new ways of doing things. One of the paramount differentiating variables between leaders and others is that they desire
to and are willing to launch change initiatives based on their
sense of vision and mission for the organization (Barker
1997; Kotter 1996).They are receptive to new ways of doing
things (Kets de Vries 1997; Tracey 1998) and are willing to
“break the rules”to do so (Berry, Seiders, and Gresham 1997).
Proactivity has been identified in the entrepreneurial literature as a key trait at the interface between the entrepreneur’s individual orientation and his/her view of the environment (Becherer and Maurer 1999). Becherer and Maurer
(1999) found that more proactive individuals tend to start
more businesses. In this context, entrepreneurialism is an
action-oriented behavior that reflects the way entrepreneurs
approach the opportunities that they identify. Timmons and
Spinelli (2004) stress that entrepreneurs pursue opportunity
regardless of the resources they control and that they do not
feel constrained by situational forces.

Risk-taking
Because leadership involves leading people toward the
achievement of a new state of affairs that is embodied in the
mission or vision, leaders are by nature involved in risky ventures (Kotter 1996). Risk-averse individuals rarely emerge as
leaders in the leadership research literature (Austin et al.
1996; Berry, Seiders, and Gresham 1997; Kets de Vries 1997;
Tracey 1998).The high need for security was negatively correlated with managerial advancement (Howard and Bray
1990).
Risk-orientation has long been seen as being important to
the emergence of entrepreneurs and has been studied extensively by scholars in this field (Begley and Boyd 1987;
Brockhaus 1980, 1982; Carland et al. 1984; Dalglish 2000;
Gartner 1988; Hornaday and Bunker 1970; Hull, Bosley, and
Udell, 1980; Kao 1991; Liles 1974; Litzinger 1965; Mancuso
1975; McClelland 1961; Oneal 1993; Palmer 1971, Sexton and
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Bowman 1985; Stewart and Roth 2001; Stewart et al. 1999;
Timmons 1999;Welsh and White 1981). Managing the uncertainties of risk has been shown to be critical for effective
entrepreneurship; for example, Oneal (1993) found that
entrepreneurs, compared to others, possess an innate ability
to compartmentalize their fears and doubts as they go forward in ventures that are associated with high risk.
Similarly, entrepreneurs were found to possess higher levels of tolerance of uncertainty (Begley and Boyd 1987;
Gartner 1988; Hornaday and Bunker 1970; Schere 1982;
Sexton and Bowman 1985) and lower levels of uncertainty
avoidance (McGrath, MacMillan, and Scheinberg 1992) compared to nonentrepreneurs. While many findings support
risk-taking as a variable influencing entrepreneurship, some
studies have not found significant differences between entrepreneurs and other samples (for a review, see Vecchio 2003).
In an attempt to “overcome the limitations of narrative
reviews” in this literature, Stewart and Roth (2001) conducted a meta-analysis of the risk-taking/entrepreneurship literature and found that the “risk propensity of entrepreneurs is
greater than that of managers. Moreover, there are larger differences between entrepreneurs whose primary goal is venture growth versus those whose focus is on producing family income” (2001, p. 145). Stewart and Roth’s 2001 conclusions thus provide important evidence that entrepreneurs,
like leaders, are more risk tolerant than traditional managers.

achievers allows them to believe that they can in fact affect
outcomes. Some research, however, has indicated that locus of
control is not useful in discriminating between entrepreneurs
and managers (for a review, see Vecchio 2003). Both entrepreneurs and managers appear to be higher on internality than
the general population but not significantly different from
one another (Carland, Carland, and Stewart 1996).

Conceptual Overlaps
Both literatures also evidence other conceptual overlaps that
are less glaring and substantial than those discussed above.
For example, both entrepreneurs and leaders tend to be
future-oriented in their thinking (Austin et al. 1996; Hebert
and Bass 1995;Tracey 1998). Both entrepreneurs and leaders
exhibit high levels of physical energy (Bass 1990; Gartner
1988; Hornaday and Bunker 1970; Stogdill 1974) and can
more readily cause and adapt to change than others (Bass
2000; Sexton and Bowman 1985; Schein 1995).
Entrepreneurs and leaders both exhibit a heightened sensitivity and understanding of context and environments than
others (Bass 1985; Behling and McFillen 1996; Conger and
Kanugo 1987; Hornaday and Bunker 1970; Schrage 1965) as
well as heightened levels of decision-making and problemsolving skills (Austin et al. 1996; Carland, Carland, and Stewart
1996; Hosking and Morley 1988; Rost 1993).

Discussion
Locus of Control
Yukl (2002) in his review of the leadership literature
observed,“. . . research on the relationship of this trait to managerial effectiveness is still limited, but the results suggest that
a strong internal locus of control orientation is positively associated with managerial effectiveness.” (p. 186) Locus of control refers to the individual’s perceived ability to influence
events in his/her life. Persons at the “internal” end of the continuum believe in the effectiveness of their own actions, and
discount the impact of “external” factors such as destiny or
luck (Begley and Boyd 1987). Pioneer studies that have produced solid evidence for this assertion include Miller, Kets de
Vries, and Toulouse (1982), Miller and Toulouse (1986), and
Howell and Avolio (1993). In the latter study, it was found that
executives who are high on internal locus of control produced better business-unit performance than executives scoring high on external locus of control.
Locus of control has been a focus of more research in the
entrepreneurship field than in the field of leadership
(Brockhaus 1980; Borland1975; Brockhaus and Nord 1979;
Dalglish 2000; Gartner 1988; Hull, Bosley, and Udell 1980; Liles
1974; Shaver 1995;Timmons 1999). Internal control locus has
been demonstrated to be correlated with a high achievement
orientation among entrepreneurs (Brockhaus 1982). This is
consistent with the concept that the internality of high

One conclusion that can be drawn from this review is that
due to significant variable overlap across the two phenomena,
entrepreneurship may simply reflect leadership processes
within a specific context (entrepreneurial ventures) and thus
should be seen not as a separate field but rather as part of the
domain of leadership; that is, entrepreneurial behavior is simply leadership behavior enacted in a unique context (Vecchio
2003).Another reasonable conclusion that can be drawn from
the review is that while entrepreneurial behavior reflects conceptual similarity with leader behavior, perhaps enough of a
difference of degree is manifested (possibly due to context
and other factors) that treating entrepreneurs as a separate
category from leaders is warranted. Each of these two conclusions naturally generates implications for both fields in terms
of research direction, strategic guidance of the field by primary scholars, and the training of doctoral students (Baron
2002; Cogliser and Brigham 2004;Vecchio 2003).
Another new construct that has recently evolved from an
analysis of the two fields is a style of contemporary leadership termed “entrepreneurial leadership” (Gupta, MacMillan,
and Surie 2004; Fernald, Solomon,Taradishy 2005).While the
entrepreneurial leadership construct provides another perspective on effective leadership among entrepreneurs and
managers, it simply attempts to blend the best of both constructs. The construct of entrepreneurial leadership over-
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looks the unique aspects of both entrepreneurship and leadership in an attempt to explain higher than expected leader
performance in modern organizations through entrepreneurial thinking and entrepreneurs who are particularly successful in leading start-up organizations.
However, it is also possible that both entrepreneurial
behavior and leader behavior are manifestations of a more
fundamental construct. Rather than entrepreneurial behavior
being a spoke that radiates from the hub of the leadership
construct or being different enough in degree from leadership to warrant its own conceptual domain, it is possible that
both entrepreneurial behavior and leader behavior are conceptual spokes that radiate from a hub representing a construct that has yet to be delineated theoretically by scholars
in either field.

What Causes Entrepreneurship and
Leadership Behaviors?
It may be premature to postulate the nature of the undergirding catalyst for these two phenomena, but this article
suggests one direction for consideration by scholars who
may undertake exploratory research in this area. It is possible that a deep, inner need or drive to “create” catalyzes
entrepreneurial and leader behavior. This propensity to
engage one’s environment, to create something new, and to
craft change within it may be the common conceptual
ancestor of both entrepreneurship and leadership. A few
scholars have noted this possibility in their observations
regarding entrepreneurial and leader behavior (Follett 1924;
Kotter 1996), but empirical study has focused more on the
effects of this “creation” phenomenon rather than the core
process itself as a focus of investigation and research. We
conceptualize this variable that acts as a catalyst to entrepreneurial or leader behavior as the “need to create” (NCre).

The Role of Context as a Filter of Need to
Create
We suggest that the spokes that attach entrepreneurial
behavior and leadership behavior to their causal hub of
NCre (or, in some cases as Schumpeter argued the need to
“destroy” in order to “create”) is influenced by context.
Based on the above review we argue that entrepreneurial
behavior and leader behavior are variably manifested due to
context differences (on a continuum ranging from formal
organization focus to opportunity focus) on the part of
those who possess high levels of the variables of vision,
proactivity, creativity/innovation, achievement-orientation,
tenacity, self-confidence, power-orientation, risk-taking,
internal locus of control, etc. Thus, we propose that the
nature of the structure of individuals’ organizational settings
likely filters how individuals who possess creative attributes, traits, skills, or tendencies behave (see Figure 1). Such
persons may be “drawn” to particular contexts as well, but
the general underlying attraction would be the potential to
express, design, and impact the environment rather than just
“going along for the ride.”
Figure 1 represents how the organizational context is
reflective of a variety of factors. It is likely that the “organizational focus” orientation is strongest within formal organizations as compared with the “opportunity focused” orientation in organizations that have not been formally created.
Similarly, organizations with more formalized structures are
likely to be more organizationally focused, and newly formed
organizations may focus more on the opportunities that are
available rather than on organizational structural dimensions.
Opportunity focus is spawned from flatter, more fluid organizational structures, and organizational focus is associated
with more established organizations with a clearer mission
and organizational goals.

Organizational
Organizational
Mission
Mission
Focus
Focus

Internal Traits
and
Competencies

Need to
Create
(NCre)

Leadership
Behavior

Context
New
Opportunity
Focus

Entrepreneurial
Behavior

Figure 1. The Role of Internal Traits, NCre, and Context in Determining
Leader/Entrepreneur Behavior
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Intuitively, practitioner-oriented treatments of leading in
diverse contexts reflect the notion that though there is overlap, context filters and refracts how leadership is manifested;
in fact, numerous books have been written about specific
types of leadership (military leadership, ministerial leadership, corporate leadership, etc.). Similarly, entrepreneurial
behavior is often practiced effectively in organizations that
would not be considered start-up companies. Extraordinary
efforts that vigorously pursue opportunities without regard
for resources or other constraints can be found in governmental units, charitable organizations, civil organizations as
well as large corporations.
Individuals high in the variables that influence both entrepreneurial and leader behavior can find themselves inside formal organizations that are highly structured and exhibit traditional bureaucratic designs, or in more informal entrepreneurial start-up organizations that exhibit flexible organizational
structures, or in mixed contexts in between these two poles of
the continuum (see Figure 1).The individual in a traditionally
structured organization operates within the context of an
organization that typically provides both position power and
an extant resource base.We suggest that this type of environment elicits behavior that would generally be categorized as
classic leadership (management) behavior by leadership scholars. For the individual, conversely, who operates in a context
with “relative inexperience” which is more “ad hoc” or “freelance” and “resource scarce,” position power is minimal.These
individuals will likely exhibit behavior classified as entrepreneurial by scholars working in the entrepreneurship field.
Thus both the organization structure and extent of
resource availability within which an individual enacts
his/her NCre may play an important role in triggering behavior that scholars classify as being leadership or entrepreneurial in nature. Moreover, it is possible that some situations
allow the individual to manifest both entrepreneurship and
leadership behaviors (e.g., a progressive corporate environment) while other situations may only act as a catalyst for
either leadership or entrepreneurial behavior (e.g., large,
bureaucratic environments or very small start-ups). In either
case, we contend that the individual likely enters the environment with a similar constellation of valences among the critical variables necessary for entrepreneurial or leadership
behavior to emerge.

More Questions
This review raises more directions for future theoretical and
empirical focus than those previously mentioned. For example, more attention on the part of scholars to determine if the
variables that are common to entrepreneurs and leaders are
equal in terms of their effect on subsequent leadership or
entrepreneurship behavior, or whether they hold differing
valences, would be a useful contribution to the field.To date,

for example, there is no understanding of the degree of variance that vision vs. risk-taking vs. creativity account for in
either entrepreneurship or leadership emergence, though
some scholars are beginning to address these issues (Baum
and Locke 2004).
Similarly, one might ask if the common dimensions of both
constructs are products of the NCre or if they are separate
dimensions extant in the individual that can be employed to
stimulate creative activity once the desire exists. Certain
traits, dimensions, skills, and competencies may exist within
an individual as a precondition for the NCre which emerges
to manifest, in the right context, entrepreneurial and leader
behavior.The possibility that a deep, inner NCre can awaken
after lying latent in an individual is an intriguing idea. Bennis
and Thomas (2002) note that many entrepreneurs and leaders had “triggering events” in their lives that stemmed from
great loss, challenge, or hardship—what they termed “crucible experiences.” These experiences seem to facilitate the
development of new skills or the enhancement of existing
skills that in turn facilitate higher levels of entrepreneur and
leader behaviors.
Thus, the NCre likely is a behavioral orientation that is
catalyzed by competencies, traits, or dimensions that
already exist, but lay in differing degrees of dormancy. In
other cases, some individuals simply may have a constant
desire to create—to form something new—that nourishes
these competencies, traits, and dimensions in an on-going
process of constant reciprocal reinforcement.The notion of
an intervening behavioral orientation that emerges as a precursor to entrepreneurial or leadership behavior moves
away from the person-centric school of thought but still
gives some credence to the fact that certain traits may be a
necessary but not sufficient condition for leader or entrepreneur behavior.
Additionally, little is known regarding how these variables
interact with one another to stimulate leadership or entrepreneurship behaviors. For example, while vision may be a
necessary condition for entrepreneurship and leadership, it
may be that it is by no means a sufficient condition, (i.e., it
does not, by itself, guarantee leadership or entrepreneurship
emergence; Swartz 1997).While an individual may have one
characteristic such as vision, can that same person enact
either entrepreneurial or leader behavior if he/she has little
tenacity or is averse to risk-taking? It may be that all the common dimensions act collectively as a necessary condition for
entrepreneurial and leader emergence, and that no one of
them—or even just a few of them—will suffice. A more
sophisticated understanding of when, and under what conditions, one variable moves to figure and another to ground
in the process of particular entrepreneurial and leader
behavior manifestation is an area in both fields that requires
more focus on the part of scholars.
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Implications
While more research and study can continue the definition
and operationalization of the NCre construct, the existence of
this phenomenon suggests some interesting practical implications.The notion of a “context” that filters and perhaps even
acts as a catalyst for entrepreneur or leader behavior suggests
that it may be possible to create contexts that will be more
likely to spawn entrepreneur or leader behavior. For example,
to increase the probability of productive entrepreneurial
activity, the prospective entrepreneur may have to be fully
committed to the pursuit of an opportunity.This commitment
makes opportunity the major focus, and thus creates an organizational context which is most likely to allow entrepreneurial behavior to emerge. It is widely accepted that commitment
by the entrepreneur is necessary for start-up success
(Timmons and Spinelli 2004), hence part-time business startup or less than full engagement are situations less likely to
spawn successful new ventures. Less commitment and less
opportunity focus may mean that the NCre phenomena will
remain dormant. Similarly, for leadership behavior to be more
likely to emerge, a context with a clear organizational mission
focus may be a prerequisite. Organizations with a vague mission or a disjointed organizational focus may stifle leadership.
These less focused organizations may have employees who
are capable of strong leadership, yet NCre does not emanate
from these individuals because the organization culture is not
a fertile context for leadership.
The middle of the context continuum represents an organizational environment where there is not a strong commitment to either opportunity or an organizational mission. In
this “gray area,” both entrepreneurial and leader behavior are
not likely to manifest themselves.The two ends of the organizational context continuum may stimulate productive behavior, while the middle of the continuum does not have any
positive effect. This may partially explain why leadership
development training in large companies is so “hit and miss”
in terms of its results: training people to be leaders and then
sending them back into organizational contexts that neutralize their attempted leadership behaviors destroys the investment the company made in their leadership development
efforts. This article suggests that leadership development
efforts may be more fruitful by focusing first on the organizational context—rendering it more hospitable to leadership
initiative on the part of its managers—and then deploying
leadership development programs once the context is “leadership-friendly” in nature.
At the individual level, the implication of our model is that
if one desires to become an entrepreneur or a leader, one
must first assess the fit between the context they are in and
their extant NCre orientation and skills.The latter assessment
will be more difficult to accomplish than the former. More

effective measures of NCre need to be developed both in
terms of questionnaire assessment but also in experiential
assessment by companies and by universities. The entrepreneurship and leadership literature is rife with examples of
individuals to whom no one would attribute entrepreneur or
leader skills, but when dramatically placed in new contexts,
found that they indeed did possess skills that allowed them
to be successful entrepreneurs or leaders. Developing the
ability to assess and profile latent skills associated with NCre,
and developing a more comprehensive understanding of
how to match specific skill profiles to contexts that best “fit”
the individual is an important next step in the development
of entrepreneurs and leaders, and this article argues that the
key to this development is the “NCre Skill/Context Match.”
The relationship between NCre and context has implications for entrepreneur/leader development in the elementary
and secondary educational system as well. The traditional
approach to educating elementary and high school students
does not reflect a context that is either opportunity- or
organization-mission focused. Cognitive recall of large
amounts of information, in contexts where resources cannot
be accessed, is the skill that is mainly rewarded.Additionally,
the ability to construct logical arguments and to communicate those arguments in writing is also a primary ability that
is rewarded in the North American educational system.
Creating new organizational forms and/or marshalling
resources and the talents of others to enhance an existing
social unit’s productivity are skills that are almost entirely
ignored throughout a student’s sojourn in the educational
system. Even when creativity or leadership is attempted to be
taught, it is often taught through the lens of the primary pedagogical methods described above.
Thus, to educate future innovators and leaders, it will be
necessary to change the structure and nature of the classroom context. It will be necessary to rethink pedagogy, and
to develop techniques that can extract latent skills associated
with NCre from students and to foster their experimentation
of these skills as they surface.This implication is radical, but
one that flows from the model: the reason our society does
not produce more and more successful entrepreneurs and
leaders is that we have not constructed an educational context wherein such development can occur.

Conclusion
We argue that entrepreneurship and leadership may flow
from the same genealogical source, NCre, and that the
appearance of separation of the two constructs may be due
largely to differences in the contexts through which the root
phenomenon flows. Just as a prism refracts light into different colors, entrepreneurship and leadership are figuratively
different manifestations of a more base phenomenon, NCre.
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To better understand the origin of the constructs, more
research needs to first focus on the combinations or hierarchy of traits that are necessary, but perhaps not sufficient, to
stimulate leader/entrepreneurial behavior. Secondly, it is
important to identify the factors that trigger a drive to create
or take initiative within the individual in the context of a particular circumstance.And, thirdly it is important to gain a bet-

ter understanding of the situational factors that move the
individual toward either more traditional leader- or classic
entrepreneurial-type behaviors. Such a line of inquiry would
provide additional insight into the origin of entrepreneurial
and leader behavior that currently does not exist, but which
is absolutely necessary for an enhanced understanding of
these two important phenomena.
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Are You an Innovator or Adaptor?
The Impact of Cognitive Propensity
on Venture Expectations and Outcomes
Kevin LaMont Johnson
Wade M. Danis
Marc J. Dollinger
n this study we confirm the often assumed but largely
untested belief that entrepreneurs think and behave
differently than others. We examine a group of more
than 700 nascent entrepreneurs and 400 nonentrepreneurs. We determine the entrepreneurs’ cognitive style
propensity for problem solving (Innovator versus Adaptor);
we compare their expectations; and, we examine the outcomes (performance and start-up) of their ventures.We find
that nascent entrepreneurs are more likely to be overly optimistic Innovators, most people are Adaptors, and one’s cognitive style can indeed play a role in the initial development
and outcome for the venture, but not always as expected.

I

“Most, if not all, new ventures begin as a great idea” (Mattei
and Hellebusch 2006, p. 9). Indeed, a variety of reasons for
start-ups have been explored ranging from basic financial
pursuits to loftier desires of self-realization (Carter, Gartner,
and Shaver 2004). However, irrespective of motivations, many
new start-ups still fail. Indeed,“business failure is explained to
a large degree by the owner-managers’ inability to solve problems” (Brenner et al. 2006, p. 26).
If this problem-solving factor is true, then it is important
for the nascent entrepreneur to understand their own problem solving (i.e., cognitive) ability and how it pertains to the
needs of the venture. Specifically, is the nascent entrepreneur’s problem-solving ability well suited to the challenges of
the initial start-up? Furthermore, if one’s problem-solving
ability is not conducive to the venture, what options might
exist for a new or even experienced entrepreneur?
At start-up, entrepreneurs are primarily concerned with
developing a vision for their organizations, finding customers, obtaining financing, and recruiting employees
(Alpander, Carter, and Forsgren 1990).To be successful at this
stage, they must have an intense belief in their vision to convince others of its viability.They should also possess flexibility and be willing to take control of unstructured situations
and act without full information as they seek to solve the
problems and meet the challenges of their new venture.
The focus of this article is on the entrepreneur’s cognitive
style and the relationship between cognitive style and venture outcomes.We adopted this specific focus because it goes
beyond personal/demographic traits.Also, we believe under-

standing the relationship between cognitive style and venture outcome represents an important contribution to entrepreneurial research, development, and understanding.

The Nascent Entrepreneur
Entrepreneurs have long been viewed as innovators and creators. Most efforts to uncover differences in personality and
personal/demographic traits between entrepreneurs and others have met with disappointing results (Baron 1998;
Busenitz and Barney 1997). However, this study examines the
nascent entrepreneur’s problem-solving ability using a cognitive style approach. By doing so, it moves closer to what
entrepreneurs actually do rather than who they are.
A growing body of research suggests that entrepreneurs
differ from other people with respect to cognitive processes,
which can impact how and why individuals discover and
exploit business opportunities (Mark, Susan, and Karl 2000).
Prior work focused on cognitive biases and heuristics but
there has been little systematic examination of individual
cognitive style (Buttner and Gryskiewicz 1993). Thus, we
begin by asking whether aspiring entrepreneurs actually differ from other people with respect to their cognitive style of
problem solving.
Previous work has established that entrepreneurs are notoriously overconfident of their prospects for success, and that
this bias has both positive and negative consequences
(Cooper, Woo, and Dunkelberg 1988; Simon, Houghton, and
Aquino 2000). However, we do not know whether specific
cognitive styles are more strongly associated with this bias and
how (if at all) the subsequent problem-solving ability might
impact venture formation and/or survival.Therefore, using this
cognitive approach we also examine the widespread (though
not widely tested) assumption that entrepreneurs operate in
more innovative ways than others. Additionally, we explore
whether cognitive differences in problem solving among nascent entrepreneurs are linked to performance expectations
and eventual actual start-up success.

Adaptation-Innovation Theory in ProblemSolving Cognitive Style
This study employs the Adaptation-Innovation theory (AI theory based on the KAI inventory, named for the originator
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Michael Kirton) as a framework for examining whether nascent entrepreneurs differ from other people with respect to
cognitive style.The measure has been validated in several languages and has high construct validity (i.e., the relationship
between the measure and the underlying construct), content
validity (i.e., the adequacy with which the measure assesses
the domain of interest), and criterion validity (i.e., the relationship between the measure and another independent
measure; Bobic, Davis, and Cunningham 1999).AI theory was
introduced by Kirton (1976) and has spawned a large and
growing body of research in fields such as creativity and
problem solving (Dollinger and Danis 1998), management
and entrepreneurship (Buttner and Gryskiewicz 1993), leadership (Church and Waclawski 1998), marketing and consumer behavior (Foxall and Bhate 1993a, 1993b), and organizational development (Mudd 1995). As the scope of AI theory’s application has broadened, evidence of its validity has
also accumulated, as has its relationship to other measures,
classifications, and/or dimensions of cognitive style (Bobic,
Davis, and Cunningham 1999).There are many measures and
classifications of cognitive style; for example, Allinson Hayes
Cognitive Style Index, Gregorc Style Delineator, Kolb’s
Learning Style Inventory, Christensen’s Lifescripts, Social
Style Profile, and Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. The common
link between these cognitive style measures is the KAI
Inventory (Bokoros and Goldstein 1992). Because the KAI
Inventory measures differences in cognitive style along the
Innovator-Adaptor dimensions, it is well suited for entrepreneurial studies and is thus used in this study—especially
given the underlying creative aspects of entrepreneurship
and the uncertain and challenging nature of problem solving
in new ventures.
AI theory posits that individuals are either Adaptors (summarized as those who prefer “doing things better”) or they
are Innovators (summarized as those who prefer “doing
things differently”). People instinctively operate in the mode
(or style) that is most comfortable for them. There is an
increase in stress and strain when a person behaves in a
mode that is inconsistent with their style.Therefore, people
will primarily rely on their most comfortable cognitive style
when faced with a complex or difficult decision, problem, or
situation with a risky outcome such as starting a new venture. Furthermore, evidence to date supports the assumption
that a person’s style is both highly stable and set at an early
age (Clapp 1993; Kirton 2003).
AI theory does not suggest that either of the two styles
(innovator v. adaptor) is superior. Innovators and Adaptors
may have differing levels of success depending on the situation. For instance, when a novel and unique approach is
required, the Innovator style may be more appropriate and
effective. However, when a more proven, incremental
approach is required, the Adaptor style may be more appro-

priate and effective. Let’s consider the two styles of problem
solving.

Adaptor Cognitive Style
Adaptors are characterized by precision, reliability, efficiency, prudence, methodical-ness, discipline, and conformity.
They are concerned with resolving problems rather than
finding them. Adaptors seek solutions to problems in tried
and understood ways and prefer to reduce problems through
improvement and greater efficiency with a maximum of continuity and stability. Adaptors are viewed as sound, conforming, safe, dependable, and liable to make goals of means.They
can seem impervious to boredom since they are able to maintain high accuracy during long periods of detailed work.
Adaptors rarely challenge rules, and only when assured of
strong support. They tend to higher levels of self-doubt and
react to criticism by closer outward conformity.They can be
vulnerable to social pressure and authority, and compliant,
but are essential to the ongoing functioning of organizations.

Innovator Cognitive Style
Innovators are characterized as undisciplined, thinking tangentially, and approaching tasks from unsuspected angles.
They are problem and solution finders. They are likely to
query a problem’s concomitant assumptions and manipulate
problems. Innovators are catalysts to established groups,
irreverent of their consensual views, and are frequently seen
as abrasive, unsound, impractical, and often shocking and creating dissonance. They are capable of detailed routine work
only for short bursts and are quick to delegate routine tasks.
They tend to take control of unstructured situations and
often challenge rules and traditions. Innovators appear to
have lower self-doubt when generating ideas, and do not
need consensus to maintain certitude in the face of opposition.They can be insensitive to people, threaten group cohesion, and provide the dynamics to bring about radical change
without which institutions tend to ossify (Danis and
Dollinger 1998).

The Expected Relationship Between Problem
Solving Styles and New Venture Outcomes
The theory and practice of entrepreneurship have long been
associated with creativity and innovation. Beginning with
Schumpeter (1934), the entrepreneur has been characterized
as the force behind the “creative destruction” of low yielding
economic assets.This image of the entrepreneur is typically
that of a creative person who transforms new ideas into commercially successful applications in the form of, for example,
innovative products, services, or processes. But the assumption that entrepreneurs operate cognitively in more creative
ways has not been widely tested and it may be that not all
entrepreneurs fit the Schumpeterian archetype.
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AI theory posits that people will naturally operate in the
style that is most comfortable for them. Cognitive style is an
antecedent of behavior, a viewpoint supported by empirical
work (Danis and Dollinger 1998; Kirton 1994). We suggest
that individuals with a tendency for the Innovator cognitive
style will find entrepreneurship to be an attractive activity,
and will be predisposed to new venture creation because of
the suitability of the task and work environment of an entrepreneur. For example, entrepreneurs must make decisions
where there is limited information and a great deal of uncertainty about the market’s acceptance of a new product.
Whereas Adaptors are more cautious and prefer structured
situations without ambivalent information, the Innovators are
comfortable with the unstructured situations that typify starting a business and often thrive on them. Likewise, Innovators
have lower self-doubt, and do not need consensus to maintain certitude in the face of opposition.Therefore, Innovators’
confidence can help them to overcome many obstacles that
often arise in starting a business, as well as to convince stakeholders (e.g., investors, employees) of their opportunities
(Busenitz and Barney 1997; Cooper, Woo, and Dunkelberg
1988). Lastly, because Innovators appear to be more comfortable than Adaptors with uncertainty; and entrepreneurs must
also deal with a lot of uncertainty, we believe Innovators will
gravitate to the challenges of start-ups.Thus our fundamental
hypothesis:
H1: There will be a greater likelihood of the Innovator
cognitive style among nascent entrepreneurs than
among nonentrepreneurs.
As an entrepreneur, one must engage in an ongoing process
of appraising prospects for success. These assessments are
important because they affect the preparations and decisions
concerning whether and how to establish and manage new
ventures (Cooper, Woo, and Dunkelberg 1988).
Entrepreneurial cognition research has established that perceptions do play a major role in the decision to proceed with
a new venture (Simon, Houghton, and Aquino 2000). For
example, a number of scholars have suggested that perceptions of feasibility and desirability lead to the creation of new
ventures and other entrepreneurial activities (Krueger 2000,
1993).
Research has further demonstrated that entrepreneurs are
predisposed to a high degree of optimism in their assessments (Cooper,Woo, and Dunkelberg 1988; Palich and Bagby
1995). This can have both positive and negative consequences. High confidence may cause the entrepreneur to
underestimate or fail to perceive risks (Baron 1998; Simon,
Houghton, and Aquino 2000), to not recognize and acknowledge problems, or to fail to assimilate new information
regarding the direction of the venture. On the positive side,

high confidence may encourage an entrepreneur to see
opportunity where others do not, to be more proactive, to
attract potential investors, or to continue to invest the personal time and energy required for start-ups (Busenitz and
Barney 1997; Cooper,Woo, and Dunkelberg 1988; Palich and
Bagby 1995).
While most of the research seeks to distinguish entrepreneurs from nonentrepreneurs (Lowe and Ziedonis 2006;
Palich and Bagby 1995), we know from other research that
entrepreneurs are also not a homogeneous group and may be
as different from one another as they are from the general
population (Gartner 1985;Wortman 1987).We anticipate that
Innovators will have higher levels of confidence and optimism than Adaptors, which will be reflected in higher performance expectations for their ventures. This hypothesis is
consistent with research showing that Innovators have lower
self-doubt, are less conservative, are more self-assured, and
have higher self-esteem than Adaptors (Kirton 1994, 2003).
Field research in equivocal decision contexts, such as those
faced by many nascent entrepreneurs, has found that managers who introduce innovative pioneering products are
more apt to express extreme certainty about their prospects
for success than those who pursue incremental (i.e., adaptive) product introductions (Simon and Houghton 2003).
Thus we hypothesize:
H2: The cognitive style of problem solving will have a
bearing on performance expectations in that the
Innovator nascent entrepreneur will have higher performance expectations of their venture than the
Adaptor nascent entrepreneur.
An entrepreneur’s actual start-up success may also be a function of cognitive style. We see start-up success as firstly
achieving and maintaining an operating status; and, secondly,
as having positive operating revenues and worth. In other
words, the venture has successfully moved from the idea
stage to an existing new business that can create value.When
style is translated into action Adaptors and Innovators will
behave differently. The Adaptor’s tendency is to pay close
managerial-like attention to detail, make incremental adjustments, and apply traditional solutions. The Innovator’s tendency is to examine the big picture, make sweeping changes,
and apply nonroutine, more adventurous solutions. Given the
descriptions of Innovators and Adaptors provided earlier, we
argue that the problem-solving style of the Innovator is better suited to the start-up phase than that of the Adaptor.
Although little work has been done in this area, Buttner and
Gryskiewicz (1993) have provided some empirical evidence
for this hypothesis. In their study of 300 established entrepreneurs, they found that entrepreneurs who had been in business two years or less were more innovative than those in
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business more than eight years. On the basis of this work,
Kirton (2003) has suggested that innovation may be a positive factor in setting up an entrepreneurial business.
H3: Among nascent entrepreneurs, the Innovator nascent entrepreneur will achieve greater start-up success
than the Adaptor nascent entrepreneur.

self-administered questionnaires mailed to the respondents.
The third stage consisted of follow-up telephone interviews
and mailings to determine the outcome of their efforts.
Reynolds (2000) provides a comprehensive account of the
extensive three-stage data collection and screening procedures.

Sample Details
Methods
Data Collection
The data for this study were collected by the Entrepreneurial
Research Consortium (Reynolds 2000), also known as the
Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED), using random telephone dialing across the United States. The PSED
dataset comprises one of the most representative samples of
nascent entrepreneurs currently in existence. A nascent
entrepreneur was defined as an individual who was still in
the most embryonic phase of a start-up.This meant the prebusiness had no sales or profits.
The design of the PSED sample was based on two critical
factors: (1) the definition of the population of interest and (2)
the method by which elements in that population were
selected (Gartner et al. 2004). If a sample is truly representative of a population, then results can be generalized to that
population. In practice, however, sampling procedures, even
in the absence of systematic biases, seldom yield perfect representations of true population demographics (e.g., age, gender). Certain groups may be over or underrepresented in the
sample. For this reason, weight calculations were developed
to correct sample distributions such that they matched information contained in the U.S. census.This procedure corrected for any coverage bias and also corrected for any systematic bias due to nonresponse, panel attribution, or other reporting errors (Gartner et al. 2004). Using these procedures, we
applied weighting formulas to account for differences in sample design and nonresponse (Gartner et al. 2004, Appendix
B).This yielded 1,114 valid responses (i.e., 715 nascent entrepreneurs and a comparison group of 399).The nascent entrepreneur group was comprised of 455 males and 260 females
and the comparison group was comprised of 176 males and
223 females.The overrepresentation of females in the control
group was also handled statistically by the application of a
separate weighting variable that was provided by the creators of the PSED dataset for examining nascent entrepreneurs versus the comparison group.
The research was executed in three stages.The first stage
involved a large-scale screening to create two samples of the
population of U.S. adults. One sample comprised those
involved in attempting to start a new business. The second
sample was drawn to represent the general adult population.
This was the control group. The second stage involved
detailed telephone interviews followed by the completion of

The nascent entrepreneurs represented new entrepreneurs
who had committed to starting a new business but had not
yet generated revenues or profits.Thus, their businesses were
still in the most embryonic stage. When asked whether their
venture represented an independent start-up, corporate sponsor, franchise/MLM (multilevel marketing), purchase/takeover,
or other, 95 percent replied that their venture was an independent start-up, 3 percent indicated a purchase/takeover,
and 2 percent noted other.
In terms of preparation and seriousness of their start-up
intentions, approximately 75 percent indicated that a business plan was in process.Also, 19 percent noted that a startup team would be organized. The nascent entrepreneurs
averaged 17.5 years of paid full-time work experience with
an average of 8 years in managerial or supervisory work.
Level of education was assessed as follows: up to the eighth
grade, some high school, high school degree, some college,
community college degree, college degree, graduate training,
master’s degree, and doctoral degree. The most frequently
reported educational level was “some college.”The comparison group averaged about 16.5 years of full-time work experience with 7 years in managerial or supervisory work.
Where teams were indicated, the teams had an average of 8
years of industry experience.
The resulting sample consisted of 715 nascent entrepreneurs and a comparison group of 399 nonentrepreneurs in
the United States. Respondents ranged from 18 to 74 in age
(18 to 93 in the comparison group) with the average age 39.
In addition to containing one of the most representative samples of individuals in the most embryonic phase of a start-up
currently in existence, this dataset also represents data (more
than 300 variables) collected as close to the point of entrepreneurial decision as is practically possible.

Measures
Cognitive Style. Our cognitive style measure was based on
the Kirton Adaption-Innovation Inventory, a 32-item selfreport measure with an internal consistency and test-retest
reliability of 0.82 to 0.88 (Kirton 1987). Because the PSED
data collection effort screened more than 64,000 individuals
on about 300 variables, proxies were commonly employed
by the research consortium in an effort to reduce the time
demanded of subjects and keep costs within reasonable limits. Our proxy comprised a very carefully crafted and tested
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paragraph that captures the Innovator and Adaptor styles:
Some people can be characterized as being precise, reliable, efficient, and well-disciplined—the kind of person
who prefers “doing things better.” Others can be described
as more nonconforming, questioning, and challenging of
authority. Such people, comfortable with unstructured situations, prefer “doing things differently.” If someone asked
you which kind of person you are, would you say that you
preferred “doing things better”or “doing things differently?”

Within this paragraph we presented the respondents with
five items from the original scale that pertained to each of
the cognitive styles. Unlike the Likert and Thurstone scales
that are often used in survey research where respondents
indicate agreement to multiple items separately, our proxy
approach is analogous to a Guttman scale (Vogt 1999).
Specifically, the respondent was provided a set of items but
they were ordered such that consecutive agreement was
established thus requiring the respondent to mark just one.A
limitation of such a proxy paragraph is its inability to efficiently identify items that are not internally consistent.
Fortunately, identifying such items was not an issue because
our proxy utilized already established and internally consistent items that had been validated in a number of contexts.
Furthermore, we also validated our measure independently via a pilot study using business students at a large
Midwestern university. Using a group of MBA students, a
strong, highly significant positive correlation was found (r =
.78, p <.001) between our proxy and the original 32-item
scale. We repeated the test with undergraduates and
obtained the same results. The results also held using the
more conservative, nonparametric Spearman’s rho correlation.Thus, in every test we found a significant convergence
toward the original construct, suggesting that our proxy captures the essence of the Innovator/Adaptor distinction.
Finally, an analysis of subject verbal response times indicated that respondents spent a reasonable amount of time
thinking about and answering the question with no significant difference between nascent entrepreneurs (12.54 seconds) and the comparison group (13.62 seconds).This suggested that the proxy was also clear and easily answered by
both groups.
Performance Expectations. Performance expectations for
the business were measured using anticipated dollar sales in
the venture’s first and fifth years of operation. Respondents
were also asked to estimate the likelihood that the business
would be operating in five years.
Venture Outcomes. Respondents were contacted approximately 12 months after the initial interview to determine the

operating status of their venture. For businesses that were
still active, respondents were asked to estimate the net worth
of the venture. Reported first-year sales data were also gathered as performance measures. Following Lyles, Saxton, and
Watson (2004) we classified respondents that could not be
contacted as “out of business.” A comparative analysis of
these individuals to those who remained in the sample
revealed no systematic differences.
Venture Type. Although we explicitly considered industry,
the PSED data did not allow us to accurately measure industry features such as risk, environmental dynamism, etc.,
except in a very crude fashion. Respondents were asked to
indicate the type of venture they were pursuing.To maintain
the integrity of the dataset, we retained all categories generated by the PSED provided that at least 10 respondents classified their business as that type. Only three categories (insurance, mining, and utilities) had very low frequencies and
were therefore combined with the closest related category.
The resulting categories were: retail; restaurant, tavern, and
nightclubs; consumer services; health, education, and social
services; manufacturing; construction and mining; agriculture, forestry, and fishing; wholesale distribution; transportation; utilities and communications; finance and insurance; real
estate; and, business consulting.
Gender and Age. Some extant research suggests the potential for gender differences among entrepreneurs (Anna et al.
2000; Fischer, Reuber, and Dykes 1993). Throughout our
research we examined and appropriately controlled for age
and gender.

Analysis and Results
We constructed our analysis using multiple analytical techniques to test our hypothesized relationships. This gave us
the ability to corroborate the findings and the potential to
gain additional insights via multiple analytical techniques.

Cognitive Predominance
Binary logistic regression was used to test our fundamental
hypothesis that the Innovator cognitive style would be more
likely among the nascent entrepreneurs than comparison
group of nonentrepreneurs. Binary logistic regression is
appropriate when the dependent variable is dichotomous
and is applicable to a broader range of situations than basic
discriminant analysis. Controlling for both gender and age,
the results (Table 1) show that the odds of a nascent entrepreneur having an Innovator cognitive style are nearly twice
as high as for the nonentrepreneur group (Exp(B) = 1.93, p <
.001).Thus, results show strong support for our first hypothesis regarding the prevalence of Innovators among nascent
entrepreneurs. This also answers our fundamental question
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Table 1. Cognitive Predominance
Likelihood of Innovator Cognitive Style Among Nascent Entrepreneur Group v. Nonentrepreneur
Comparison Group (N=1051)
Binary Logistic Regression
B
S.E.
Wald
Gender
-.324
.130
6.191
Age
-.004
.005
.549
Cognitive style
.658
.152
18.814
Constant
.694
.235
8.742
Cognitive style, Adaptor=0, Innovator=1; Gender, Male=0, Female=1
t
p < .10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001

of whether aspiring entrepreneurs tend to differ from other
people with respect to cognitive style.They do.
Within the comparison group, nearly 80 percent were
Adaptors. This suggests that within the general population
most people are Adaptors; that is, some of us “will do things
differently” but most of us prefer to “do things better.” Of the
identified Innovators, 74 percent were nascent entrepreneurs, again providing support for our first hypothesis and
overall research question.
Cross-tabulations were conducted to further analyze the
greater than expected occurrence of Innovators and gain
additional insight (Table 2). Also, to control for gender and
age and still have meaningful and manageable cross-tabulations, five age groups were used for the age variable (18–24,

Innovators
Adaptors
Total
Cramer’s V = .14

df
1
1
1
1

Sig.
.013
.459
.000
.003

25–34, 35–44, 45–54, and over). Using Cramer’s V to measure
the strength of association between cognitive style and
propensity for entrepreneurship, we found a significant association (Pearson’s Chi-Square = 20.92, Cramer’s V = .14, p <
.001; for males, Cramer’s V = .15; for females, Cramer’s V =
.13). As shown in Table 3, age was a significant factor for
female nascent entrepreneurs between 35 and 44 and over
54 (p < .05). The younger 25-to-34 age group as well as the
over 54 group approached significance for the male nascent
entrepreneurs (p < .10) indicating some gender and age
effects.
Having established substantive differences between entrepreneurs and nonentrepreneurs based on cognitive style, our
next hypotheses examined whether the difference in cogni-

Table 2. Cognitive Predominance
Expected v. Actual Counts of Innovators and Adaptors
Among Nascent Entrepreneurs and Nonentrepreneurs
Cross-tabulation
Comparison Nascent Entrepreneur
Group
Count
79
226
Expected Count
111.5
193.5
Count
308
446
Expected Count
275.5
478.5
Count
387
672

Pearson Chi-square
Continuity correction
Likelihood ratio
Fisher’s exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases

Exp(B)
.723
.996
1.931***
2.001

Chi-Square Tests
Value
df
20.922
1
20.282
1
21.631
1

Total
305
305
754
754
1059

Exact Sig. (1-sided)

.000
20.902

1

1059
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Table 3. Cognitive Predominance
Innovators and Adaptors Among Nascent Entrepreneurs and Nonentrepreneurs
Given Gender and Age Group
Chi-Square Test Results
Age
18–24 yrs

Gender
Males

Females

25–34 yrs

Males

Females

35–44 yrs

Males

Females

45–54 yrs

Males

Females

Pearson chi-square
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases
Pearson chi-square
Continuity correction
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases
Pearson chi-square
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases
Pearson chi-square
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases
Pearson chi-square
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases
Pearson chi-square
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases
Pearson chi-square
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases
Pearson chi-square
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases

Value
.037
.037

df
1
1

Exact Sig. (2-sided)

1.000
.037
62
.604
.209
.597

1

.591
47
3.528
3.758

1

1
1
1
.528

1
1
.066

3.503
141
.141
.142

1
1
1
.837

.140

1

121
3.131
3.263

1
1
.110

3.109
142
5.380
5.695

1

5.349
173
2.453
2.571

1

2.432
113
.928
.949

1

.921
129

1

1
1
.021*

1
1
.128

1
1
.411

(continued)
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(Table 3 continued)
55++ yrs

Males

Pearson chi-square
3.011(a)
1
Likelihood ratio
3.277
1
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
2.959
1
N of valid cases
58
Females Pearson chi-square
5.988(b)
1
Likelihood ratio
6.202
1
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
5.896
1
N of valid cases
65
a . 1 cell (25.0%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.55.
b . 1 cell (25.0%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.46.
t
p < .10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001

tive style among entrepreneurs played a significant role in
their venture expectations and their venture outcomes.

Venture Expectations
Support was also found for our second major hypothesis,
which predicted that Innovator nascent entrepreneurs
would have higher venture performance expectations than
the Adaptor nascent entrepreneurs.We used a general linear
model (GLM), multivariate analysis on sales expectation for
year one, sales expectation for year five, and the belief that
the venture would be operating in five years (Table 4). The
GLM Multivariate procedure provides regression analysis and
analysis of variance for multiple dependent variables such as
multiple performance measures by one or more factor variables (i.e., age, gender, and business sector) or covariates (i.e.,
cognitive style). We entered controls for age, gender, and
dummy variables for the business sectors.The emphasis was
particularly on sales expectations for years one and five since
those are clear performance metrics.
Both first-year and fifth-year sales expectations were significant with Innovators displaying consistently higher performance expectations than Adaptors for both time periods. As
shown in Table 4, for year one, Innovators’ dollar sales expectations significantly exceeded those of Adaptors by more
than $100,000 (F-Statistic = 4.61, p < .001) and, in year five,
the difference had ballooned to nearly $2 million (F-Statistic
= 2.74, p < .001).With regard to the estimated odds that the
venture would still be operating in five years there were no
significant differences between Innovators and Adaptors. So
although both Innovators and Adaptors expect to achieve
start-up, Innovators clearly expect to make more money.
Curious as to the level of conviction entrepreneurs had
about these performance expectations, we looked at

.102

t

.019*

whether these optimistic Innovators had, as the saying goes,
“put their money where their mouth was.” We found that,
among male nascent entrepreneurs, the Innovator actually
had significantly less equity and debt invested (p < .05)
despite higher expectations for the venture than the Adaptor.
Whereas, among the female nascent entrepreneurs, the
Innovator had significantly more debt (equity was not significant) invested (p < .05).Thus, even risk levels differed.
Individual regression models were also run for expected
first-year sales and fifth-year sales (Table 5, Models 1 and 2),
as well as for the estimated odds of the venture operating in
five years (Table 6, Model 3) to examine possible industry
effects. Controls for venture type were first entered followed
by the cognitive style. Models 1 through 3 allowed us to identify business sectors that might significantly contribute to
performance expectation differences.The retail sector served
as the reference category. Model 1 demonstrated that firstyear expectations were significantly influenced by the manufacturing sector (p < .001) and the wholesale distribution
sector (p < .05). Fifth-year expectations were only influenced
by the wholesale distribution (p < .01) sector (Model 2).The
odds of operating in five years were influenced by consumer
services (p < .05) sector (Model 3). Given the lack of multivariate significance, the support for Model 3 should be
viewed cautiously. Although the other models showed support, overall cognitive style was most significant for fifth-year
sales expectations (Model 2, p <.01).

Venture Outcome
Our final hypothesis predicted that Innovators would have
greater initial start-up success with their ventures. Although
the opposite could also be argued, we believed that among
other attributes, the enthusiasm (and perhaps charisma) of

36 NEW ENGLAND JOURNAL OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP

https://digitalcommons.sacredheart.edu/neje/vol11/iss2/1

36

et al.: New England Journal of Entrepreneurship, Fall 2008

Table 4. Performance Expectations Controlling for Gender, Age, and Sector
Mean Expected Sales at Years One and Five and 5-Year Operating Odds (N=508)
GLM Multivariate Analysis
Expected Sales
Expected Sales
Est. Odds Will Be
1st Year
5th Year
Operating in 5
Years
Innovators
Mean
359,552
2,968,826
79
Std. Deviation
1714458
11076607
27
Adaptors
Mean
192,204
983,109
83
Std. Deviation
848275
5058128
23
p-value
.000
.001
.212
R-Square
.12
.07
.04
F statistic
4.61***
2.74***
1.29
t
p < .10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
Table 5. Performance Expectations
EXPECTED First and Fifth-Year Sales
Regression Models

Variable
(Constant)
Restaurant/tavern/nightclub
Consumer services
Health/education/social
services
Manufacturing
Construction/mining
Agriculture/forestry/fishing
Wholesale distribution

Model 1

Model 2

First-Year Sales Expectations

Fifth-Year Sales Expectations

Beta

t

-.009

.289
-.202

Sig.
.773
.840

.063

1.276

-.013

Beta
-.042

t
1.461
-.932

Sig.
.145
.352

.202

.015

.292

.770

-.288

.774

-.059

-1.268

.205

.155

3.560***

.000

.011

.238

.812

.034
-.004

.763
-.097

.446
.923

.012
-.028

.275
-.643

.784
.521

.100

2.292*

.022

.122

2.771**

.006

.576
-.477
-.217
-.509
.818
3.168**

.565
.634
.828
.611
.414
.002

Transportation
.004
.092
.927
.025
Utilities/communications
-.007
-.154
.878
-.021
Finance/insurance
-.007
-.154
.878
-.009
Real estate
.001
.018
.986
-.022
Business consulting
.029
.636
.525
.037
t
COGNITIVE STYLE
.070
.100
.136
1.648
Cognitive style, Adaptor=0, Innovator=1; Gender, Male=0, Female=1; Reference sector = retail
t
p < .10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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Table 6. Performance Expectations
(Odds Expectations)
Regression Model
Model 3
Variable
(Constant)
Restaurant/tavern/nightclub
Consumer services
Health/education/social
services
Manufacturing
Construction/mining
Agriculture/forestry/fishing
Wholesale distribution

Beta
.007

45.728
.163

Sig.
.000
.871

.096

2.113*

.035

.059

1.388

.166

-.011

-.287

.774

.002
.019

.046
.469

.964
.639

t

.064

-.074

t

-1.858

Transportation
.019
.484
Utilities/communications
-.001
-.033
Finance/insurance
-.040
-1.010
Real estate
.005
.116
Business consulting
.033
.797
COGNITIVE STYLE
-.110
-2.813**
Cognitive style, Adaptor=0, Innovator=1; Gender, Male=0, Female=1;
Reference sector = retail
t
p < .10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001

.629
.973
.313
.908
.426
.005

the Innovator might make the difference in venture outcomes. However, cognitive style was not a significant factor
in performance outcomes. Start-up performance was evaluated on the basis of actual reported sales after one year and a
current estimate of net worth (Table 7). Significant effects
were only found in business consulting for “first-year sales”
and “net worth.” Also, the manufacturing sector was only significant in the estimated net worth (Table 8, Models 4 and 5).
Overall, sector/industry continued to be an insignificant factor.
Although no differences were found in terms of actual
sales or net worth, our final assessment of venture outcomes
also examined venture status after 12 months (i.e., operating,
still in an active start-up, an inactive start-up, no longer being
worked on, or something else). Consequently, Multinomial

Logistic Regression was used since it is not restricted to two
categories. This allowed us to determine any significant
impact from age, gender, and cognitive style on the status of
the venture after the first 12 months.
As shown in Table 9, cognitive style is a significant predictor of venture status for male nascent entrepreneurs (p <
.001) but not for females. Using a conservative approach, we
then assessed whether the venture was either an operating
business after 12 months or not (Table 10). Among Adaptor
males, more achieved start-up than expected and fewer than
expected Innovators achieved start-up (p < .10). In contrast,
there was no association between start-up success and cognitive style among females. In sum, there was mixed support
for our final hypothesis.

Discussion
Our findings are largely consistent with the few studies that
have explored the link between AI theory and entrepreneurship. For instance,Tandon (1987) found that only half his sample of entrepreneurs were comprised of what he called high
innovators, with the remainder consisting of mild innovators
and adaptors.And while we found no studies that compared
entrepreneurs to general population samples, some
researchers have found significant differences between
entrepreneurs and general managers with entrepreneurs
expressing a higher preference for the Innovator style. But
the magnitudes of such differences and reports of correlations between problem solving style and occupational status
tend to be rather low (Buttner and Gryskiewicz 1993).
Innovators in general have greater growth expectations
for their firms. However, we found that male entrepreneurs
had invested less of their own funds into the start-up than the
females. Nevertheless, all entrepreneurs appear confident
about their chances for survival in five years. This supports
common notions about the highly optimistic nature of entrepreneurs, especially given that greater than half of new ventures actually fail within five years (Cooper, Woo, and
Dunkelberg 1988). One possible conclusion is that, while
Innovators do have a higher propensity to become entrepreneurs than Adaptors, the nascent entrepreneur population in

Table 7. Venture Outcome
Performance Results:
ACTUAL Reported First-Year Sales and Estimated Net Worth at Year One
ANOVA
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Reported 1st year Between groups
2E+010
1
2.058E+010
.013
sales
Within groups
1E+014
92
1.581E+012
Total 1E+014
93
Estimated net
Between groups
2E+009
1
2105564230
.039
worth at year one Within groups
5E+012
101
5.435E+010
Total 5E+012
102

Sig.
.909

.844
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Table 8. Venture Outcome Performance Results:
ACTUAL Reported First-Year Sales and Estimated Net Worth at Year One
Regression Models

Variable
(Constant)
Restaurant/tavern/nightclub
Consumer services

Model 4

Model 5

Reported First-Year Sales

Estimated Net Worth at Year One

Beta
-.016

t
1.046
-.149

Sig.
.299
.882

Beta

t

.064

.658
.617

Sig.
.512
.539

.009

.073

.942

.137

1.179

.242

Health/education/social services
Manufacturing

-.043

-.364

.717

.027

.238

.813

.037

.332

.741

.225

2.125*

.036

Construction/mining
Agriculture/forestry/fishing
Wholesale distribution

-.034
-.021
.005
-.002
-.013
-.010
-.011
.366
-.048

-.300
-.193
.043
-.014
-.116
-.093
-.097
3.217**
-.397

.765
.847
.966
.989
.908
.926
.923
.002
.692

-.008
.006
.042
-.013
.000

-.081
.059
.412
-.126
.005

.936
.953
.681
.900
.996

a

a

a

.092
.286
-.061

.865
2.716**
-.536

.390
.008
.593

Model Statistics
R-square
F-Stat
Sig.
R-square
F-Stat
Venture type
.142
1.06
.405
.121
1.09
Venture type and cognitive style
.144
.98
.478
.124
1.01
a. Deleted from Model 5 analysis due to missing information
Cognitive style, Adaptor=0, Innovator=1; Gender, Male=0, Female=1; Reference sector = retail
t
p < .10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001

Sig.
.380
.444

Transportation
Utilities/communications
Finance/insurance
Real estate
Business consulting
COGNITIVE STYLE

the United States is comprised of a large number of Adaptors
or perhaps mild Innovators. We suspect that this may also
help to explain the poor start-up success of many ventures,
particularly when the style best suited for start-up success
and survival is not the predominant style of the entrepreneur.
In fact, this may be most pronounced among male entrepreneurs given that we found greater start-up success among
males who were Adaptors.
Our results may be partly explained by the tendency of
individuals to bolster the attractiveness of an opportunity
(Cooper, Woo, and Dunkelberg 1988), and the tendency of
entrepreneurs to believe they can control their own destinies (Brockhaus 1982).Yet as noted by Busenitz and Barney
(1997) entrepreneurs must typically convince numerous
stakeholders of the credibility of their ventures, and without
generous levels of enthusiasm, many ventures might never
even be started. So while entrepreneurs may be overly optimistic about their prospects, particularly if they are innova-

tors, this bias may have some utility for them. On the other
hand, overconfidence may encourage action before it makes
sense, or hinder the incorporation of new information.
It is possible that the lack of general differences in actual
start-up success is due to the fact that we examined nascent
entrepreneurs in the very early stages of setting up their businesses, perhaps before differences had a chance to emerge.
However, an intriguing discovery is that among males, the
Adaptor appears more successful in actual start-up. In retrospect, one might attribute the Adaptor’s success to factors
such as an orientation to detail and the utilization of proven
methods for solving problems. Also, given our finding that
entrepreneurs are indeed more likely to be Innovators (or
mild Innovators), we may have discovered an explanation for
the high failure rate of new ventures—at least among men.
That is, for men, cognitive style is associated with venture
start-up success. Additionally, as a venture develops a new
style of problem solving may be required, which the entre-
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Table 9. Venture Outcome
Reported Operating Status at Year One
Multinomial Logistic Regression
Start-up Statusa
Male

Operating business

Active start-up

Inactive start-up

No longer worked on

95% Confidence Interval for
Exp(B)
Lower Bound
Upper Bound

B
1.95

Std.
Error
.965

Wald
4.09

df
1

Sig.
.043

Exp(B)

Cognitive Style

16.80

.396

1799.62

1

.000

19797607

9109559

43025712

18-24 year old
25-34 year old
35-44 year old
45-54 year old
55 and older
Intercept

17.06
.221
.585
17.61
0(b)
1.31

.974
1.293
1.281
.648
.
1.005

306.63
.029
.208
737.85
.
1.70

1
1
1
1
0
1

.000
.864
.648
.000
.
.192

25669313
1.248
1.794
44614244
.

3802687
.099
.146
12517851
.

173275787
15.736
22.097
159007385
.

Cognitive Style

17.33

.387

2002.15

1

.000

33457288

15663873

71463178

18-24 year old
25-34 year old
35-44 year old
45-54 year old
55 and older
Intercept

18.40
.797
.975
17.73
0(b)
1.11

.905
1.322
1.313
.711
.
1.025

413.11
.363
.551
621.01
.
1.18

1
1
1
1
0
1

.000
.547
.458
.000
.
.277

97970605
2.218
2.651
49905060
.

16615644
.166
.202
12379080
.

577662810
29.580
34.782
201187392
.

Cognitive Style

17.22

.448

1479.57

1

.000

30043801

12494886

72239948

18-24 year old
25-34 year old
35-44 year old
45-54 year old
55 and older
Intercept
Cognitive Style
18-24 year old
25-34 year old
35-44 year old
45-54 year old

17.79
.917
-.028
17.35
0(b)
1.31
17.34
17.57
.409
.506
17.32

1.027
1.338
1.367
.779
.
1.005
.000
.000
1.331
1.323
.000

300.42
.469
.000
496.28
.
1.69
.
.
.094
.146
.

1
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1

.000
.493
.983
.000
.
.193
.
.
.759
.702
.

53515464
2.501
.972
34347514
.

7154073
.181
.067
7462554
.

400318100
34.464
14.158
158089542
.

33821244
42545387
1.505
1.659
33235969

33821244
42545387
.111
.124
33235969

33821244
42545387
20.437
22.204
33235969

Variable
Intercept

(continued)
preneur may not possess. This supports work that indicates
that the skills and styles appropriate at the start of the venture are different from those needed later (Boeker and
Karichalil 2002).

Practical Implications/Conclusions
Entrepreneurs have long been viewed as Innovators.
However, contrary to what we might have first thought or
been led to believe, these creative Innovators do not typically have the patience and meticulous attention to detail needed for a successful start-up. Likewise, Adaptors do not have
the level of excitement and determination that can most
inspire initial investors and customers.Thus, the implications
are obvious for the entrepreneur:To increase one’s prospects
for success, one solution might be to partner with (or hire)
someone with a complementary and supportive cognitive
style. When collaborating with Innovators, the Adaptor supplies stability, order, and continuity; maintains group cohesion and cooperation; and provides a safe base for the

Innovator’s operations. Similarly, when collaborating with
others, Innovators supply the task orientations and frequently break with the past and accepted theory. The Innovator’s
inattention to detail is perhaps more pronounced among
men (who are routinely assumed to be less detail oriented
than women), resulting in the additional difference discovered among Adaptors.
Educators, advisors, consultants, and business associates
who work with new businesses will benefit from this information. Just as teachers need to be aware of different learning styles among their students, business consultants are
advised to ascertain the cognitive styles of their client entrepreneurs and take these into consideration as they develop
more customized programs to help the entrepreneur solve
problems, develop their businesses, and improve their
prospects for success. Likewise, entrepreneurs themselves
need to be aware of their own strengths and weaknesses as
they pertain to their problem-solving style and the needs of
their venture.
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(Table 9 continued)
55 and older
0(b)
.
Intercept
19.58 1.244
Cognitive Style
.142 1.068
18-24 year old
-.08 11124
25-34 year old
-17.97 1.353
35-44 year old
-16.52 1.711
45-54 year old
-17.51
.902
55 and older
0(b)
.
Active start-up
Intercept
19.23 1.267
Cognitive Style
.41 1.065
18-24 year old
.18 11124
25-34 year old
-17.89 1.379
35-44 year old
-15.97 1.722
45-54 year old
-17.18
.930
55 and older
0(b)
.
Inactive start-up
Intercept
18.14 1.449
Cognitive Style
.069 1.101
18-24 year old
1.39 11124
25-34 year old
-17.36 1.568
35-44 year old
-15.43 1.870
45-54 year old
-16.32 1.176
55 and older
0(b)
.
No longer worked on
Intercept
19.02 1.014
Cognitive Style
-.764 1.175
18-24 year old
-17.29 12227
25-34 year old
-17.81 1.165
35-44 year old
-16.59 1.578
45-54 year old
-17.58
.000
55 and older
0(b)
.
a. The reference category is: Something Else
b. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant
Cognitive style, Adaptor=0, Innovator=1; Gender, Male=0, Female=1
Female

Operating business

For those who work with entrepreneurs, they should
expect extreme optimism; and while they should be aware of
the benefits of such optimism (e.g., convincing stakeholders
of the venture’s viability), it may be helpful to provide entrepreneurs with objective assessments of success and help
them identify and diagnose potential problems, which the
entrepreneurs may have difficulty seeing (Cooper, Woo, and
Dunkelberg 1988).
Not knowing whether cognitive style would indeed play a
significant role in venture outcomes, we examined a group of
nascent entrepreneurs during the start-up process. Given the
findings of this study, we encourage others to perhaps take
on the challenge of a longer study to examine more closely
the start-up success of female and male entrepreneurs based
on cognitive style.

A Final Word Regarding Your Great Idea
We think a more in-depth analysis would reveal that not all
Innovators (nor Adaptors) are alike. Many may be mild inno-

.
247.87
.018
.000
176.40
93.21
377.14
.
230.21
.149
.000
168.42
85.96
341.00
.
156.74
.004
.000
122.65
68.07
192.80
.
351.67
.422
.000
233.76
110.44
.
.

0
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
0

.
.000
.894
1.000
.000
.000
.000
.
.000
.699
1.000
.000
.000
.000
.
.000
.950
1.000
.000
.000
.000
.
.000
.516
.999
.000
.000
.
.

.

.

.

1.152
.919
2E-008
7E-008
2E-008
.

.142
.000
1E-009
2E-009
4E-009
.

9.343
.
2E-007
2E-006
2E-007
.

1.508
1.196
2E-008
1E-007
3E-008
.

.187
.000
1E-009
4E-009
6E-009
.

12.153
.
3E-007
3E-006
2E-007
.

1.071
3.998
3E-008
2E-007
8E-008
.

.124
.000
1E-009
5E-009
8E-009
.

9.277
.
6E-007
7E-006
8E-007
.

.466
3E-008
1E-008
6E-008
2E-008
.

.047
.000
1E-009
2.84E-009
2E-008
.

4.663
.
1E-007
1E-006
2E-008
.

vators.This distinction probably can be made with those nascent entrepreneurs who scored in the middle of the scale
(i.e., the “hybrids”).Additionally, the match between style and
industry is intriguing. While the industry categorizations in
the PSED dataset are too broad to permit detailed analysis,
our study does provide tentative evidence regarding the type
of business pursued. Furthermore, the combination of
Innovator and Adaptor entrepreneurial teams seems a viable
next step in the research.
Regardless of the type of business pursued, it is not easy
to get a business idea going. Simon and colleagues (2000)
have suggested that biases such as overconfidence, illusions
of control, and a belief in small numbers impact one’s perception of risk and hence the decision to start a new venture.
Overall, the results of this study are consistent with prior
research that has shown entrepreneurs to be overconfident
about their prospects for success and that Innovators are
more optimistic than Adaptors (Busenitz and Barney 1997;
Cooper,Woo, and Dunkelberg 1988).
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Table 10. Operating v. Not Operating at Year One

Male

Adaptors
Innovators

Cross-tabulation
Not Operating
Count
100
Expected count
105.1
Count
60
Expected count
54.9

Total count
Female

Adaptors

Count
Expected count
Innovators
Count
Expected count
Total count

Operating
57
51.9
22

Total
157
157.0
82

27.1

82.0

160

79

239

75
75.4
34
33.6

37
36.6
16
16.4

112
112.0
50
50.0

109

53

162

Chi-Square Tests
Male

Female

Pearson shi-square
Continuity correctiona
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases
Pearson chi-square
Continuity correctiona
Likelihood ratio
Fisher's exact test
Linear-by-linear association
N of valid cases

a. Computed
only for a 2X2 table
t
p < .10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001

Value
2.186(b)
1.779
2.227

Df
1
1
1

Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
.139
.182
.136

Exact Sig. (1-sided)

.090
2.177
239
.017(c)
.000
.017

1

.140

1
1
1

.897
1.000
.897

t

.524
.017
162

1

.897

t

Successful investors say that they ultimately invest in the
people over the idea. Of course, both are important. In this
study we have shown that a person’s cognitive style has a
clear association with the decision to become an entrepreneur, has a strong influence on their expectations, and may
even play a role in the outcome of the venture—particularly
if the person is a male nascent entrepreneur with an exciting
new “great idea.”
In our introduction we questioned whether a person’s
cognitive style might be conducive to their venture efforts.
We believe we can now advance tentative answers to that
question. Cognitive style is not inconsequential. Our data
show that the Adaptor is more prevalent among the general

population. In general, nascent entrepreneurs are ordinary
people, but the Innovator style of problem solving is twice as
likely to be represented in a group of nascent entrepreneurs
versus nonentrepreneurs.Thus, Innovators do have a higher
propensity to pursue start-ups. Also, the Innovator and
Adaptor bring different abilities to the challenges of a startup. Both Innovators and Adaptors display high expectations
for their ventures—particularly Innovators—whose enthusiasm may help them to build initial interest in their venture.
But when it comes to achieving operating status, the male
Adaptors’ attention to detail has the advantage.
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The Influence of Family Business Size on Management
Activities, Styles and Characteristics

Matthew C. Sonfield
Robert N. Lussier
his is an empirical study of family firm size, as
measured by the number of employees, and the relationship of a firm’s size to a variety of management
activities, styles, and characteristics.A statistical analysis of
data drawn from 159 American family businesses indicates significant differences by size with regard to the number of nonfamily members in top management, use of outside advisors, time spent engaged in strategic management, use of sophisticated methods of financial management, proportion of women family members involved in
firm management, and level of conflict between family
members. Implications are offered for family firm ownermanagers, for those who assist such businesses, and for
researchers in the field of family business.

T

In almost all countries, families are central to the ownership
and management of the majority of businesses (Dennis
2002). Within the U.S. economy, family businesses comprise
an estimated 80 percent of the total 15 million businesses
(Carsrud 1994; Kets de Vries 1993). They contribute more
than 50 percent of the total Gross National Product
(McCann, Leon-Guerrero, and Haley 1997), 50 percent of
employment (Morris et al. 1997), and have higher total annual sales than nonfamily businesses (Chaganti and Schneer
1994). Furthermore, it is estimated that 35 percent of Fortune
500 firms are family owned (Carsrud 1994) and one-third of
S&P 500 companies have founding families involved in management (Weber and Lavelle 2003).
Certainly an understanding of the various issues and
aspects of family business are of interest to those who own
and manage such companies, to those who advise and assist
them, and to those who study them. Yet most of the family
business literature is conceptual or involves nonquantitative
research (Dyer and Sánchez 1998; Litz 1997).
Searches of the family business literature find little prior
and specifically focused investigation of issues of firm size, as
measured by number of employees or any other measure.
Even a broader search of the literature in business and management in general generates only modest results.All of these
studies were preliminary investigations, and the total set of
quite mixed results underline the complexity of this basic
issue. While a company’s number of employees may influ-
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ence managerial and firm activity and performance, considerably more research is needed before solid conclusions and
meaningful implications can be reached, and theories can be
generated.
The purpose of this current study was to investigate how
family businesses change as they grow, as measured by the
number of employees. Do management activities, styles, and
characteristics change with growth, and if so how?
Answering these questions can help family businessowners
and managers as they grow their own businesses. It can also
help those who advise and assist them, as well as researchers
who study family business.

Literature Review
Family Business Research Foundation
The nature of family business research has changed considerably over the years. From modest beginnings it has grown to
the point where a substantial conceptual and theoretical
body of knowledge existed at the start of the 21st century.
Prior to 1975, a few theorists, such as Christensen (1953),
Donnelley (1964) and Levinson (1971), investigated family
firms, yet the field was largely neglected (Lansberg, Perrow,
and Rogolsky 1988).These early studies were generally conceptual rather than empirical, with a focus on the more fundamental issues, such as what makes a business a “family business” or a “family firm” (the terms are used interchangeably),
the dynamics of succession, intrafamily conflict, and consulting to such firms (Handler 1989; Sharma, Chrisman, and Chua
1997). In 1988, with the launching of the journal Family
Business Review, the first and only scholarly publication
devoted specifically to family business, the field reached a
level of maturity to foster a significant progression and resulting body of research and findings.

Family Business Typologies
Within this body of family business literature, some attempts
have been made to categorize such firms, so as to develop
typologies. Do different types or groups of family firms exhibit significantly different characteristics and behave differently? Can such a categorization lead to meaningful implications
with regard to family firm management, research, and assistance?
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One area of recent analysis has been with regard to possible stages of family firm growth. Work by Gersick, Davis,
Hampton, and Lansberg (1997) and others has led to a proposed model of such stages, each with different family firm
characteristics and implications for the management of such
firms. This model, derived primarily from consulting experience with family firms, identifies stages along a business over
time axis and relates them to comparable stages along an
ownership over time axis and a family over time axis, focusing on changes in various management issues, such as leadership, organizational structure, strategy, organizational behavior, and financial management.
Another recent family business categorization has been a
focus on generations by Sonfield and Lussier (2004, 2005).
This research, based on statistically analyzed empirical data,
compared first-, second-, and third-generation family firms in
light of various researchers’ earlier investigations regarding
generational issue. In contrast to these earlier findings, these
studies found few generational differences in managerial
characteristics and activities.
The objective of this current study was to investigate
another possibly meaningful family business typology: that of
company size as measured by the firm’s number of employees.As family businesses grow in terms of number of employees, do managerial activities, styles, and characteristics
change? While stages may be a difficult measure for family
firm owners, advisors, and researchers to use, and generations may be an easier way to categorize such firms, the
number of employees is certainly a still simpler, and perhaps
a different measure. If it may have value as an analytical tool
for evaluating companies, then this possibility should be
explored.

Family Business Size Research
Some researchers have attempted to find relationships
between firm size (as measured by the number of employees
in the firm) and that firm’s characteristics, behavior, and performance. For example, Watson (1996) investigated whether
firm size related to failure; Ettlie and Rubenstein (1987)
examined the relationship of firm size to product innovation;
Goetz, Morrow, and McElroy (1991) and Brush and Chaganti
(1999) explored the relationship of size to management
styles and effectiveness; Edmunds (1979) studied size effect
on management competence; and Bates (1989) probed firm
size and its effect on business failure. As discussed above,
these studies were preliminary and produced mixed results.
Yet none of these studies focused specifically on family businesses.
Others have conducted research that did focus on family
firm size, but did so only tangentially. Schulze et al. (2001)
focused on agency relationships in family firms. Kets de Vries
(1993), Aldrich and Cliff (2003), Stafford et al. (1999), Danes

et al. (1999), and Olson et. al (2003) all investigated factors of
family business systems and dynamics, and variables leading
to success in both the families and the businesses. Firm size
was a factor in each of these studies, but not the primary
focus.
Thus, given this lack of prior focused size-related
research, theory, and established findings in family business,
the hypotheses used for this current study derive from prior
studies of generational issues in family business, an area
where a moderate number of findings can be found and
which may be closely related to size.

Hypotheses
The 11 hypotheses used for this study are based on generational hypotheses developed by Sonfield and Lussier (2004,
2005).Their hypotheses in turn were based on findings and
propositions developed by earlier researchers who investigated similarities and differences between family firms, sometimes with generations as a consideration. Since family firm
size and generations may correspond in some ways, these
earlier Sonfield and Lussier studies provide the best bases for
the hypotheses in this current study, as these former studies
were empirical, had a large multinational sample (2004=161,
2005=367), involved statistical analysis, and thus constitute
the strongest prior research that can be related to this current study.
The basis for each of the 11 hypotheses is presented
below. Because there are minimal and mixed prior findings
with regard to firm size as measured by number of employees, and because prior generational findings, which may or
may not be size-related, found few significant differences, the
null hypothesis is used throughout.
Dyer (1988) found that 80 percent of first-generation family firms had a “paternalistic” management culture and style,
but that in succeeding generations more than two-thirds of
these firms adapted a “professional” style of management.
Paternalistic management was characterized by hierarchical
relationships, top management control of power and authority, close supervision, and distrust of outsiders. Professional
management involves the inclusion, and sometimes the predominance, of nonfamily managers in the firm.
McConaughy and Phillips (1999), studying large publicly
owned founding-family-controlled companies, concluded
that descendent-controlled firms were more professionally
run than founder-controlled firms. These researchers postulate that first-generation family managers are entrepreneurs
with the special technical or business backgrounds necessary for the creation of the business, but the founders’
descendents face different challenges—to maintain and
enhance the business—and these tasks may be better performed in a more professional manner, often by nonfamily
members. Both Dyer (1988) and McConaughy and Phillips
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(1999) found an earlier basis in Schein (1983), who also suggested that subsequent generations in family firms tend to
utilize more professional forms of management.
Since it can be argued that the size of a family business
often grows in subsequent generations, then “professional”
management and the use of nonfamily managers may
increase with family firm size.Thus:
Hypothesis 1: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
include nonfamily members within top management.
Studying gender issues in family firms, Nelton (1998) stated that daughters and wives are rising to leadership positions
in family firms more frequently than in the past, and that the
occurrence of daughters taking over businesses in traditionally male-dominated industries is increasing rapidly. Focusing
on societal trends rather than family firm generational issues,
Cole (1997) found the number of women in family businesses increasing. More generally, U.S. Census Bureau data
showed women-owned firms growing more rapidly than
those owned by men (Office of Advocacy 2001). While the
rising presence of women managers in family firms is clear,
how this phenomenon relates to family firm size is not so
obvious.Thus:
Hypothesis 2: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
have women family members working in the firm.
Another aspect of family business behavior is the distribution of decision-making authority in the firm. Dyer (1988)
found decision making to be more centralized in first-generation family firms than in subsequent-generation family
firms. Aronoff (1998) developed this suggestion further and
postulated that subsequent-generation family firms are more
likely to engage in team management, with parents, children
and siblings in the firm all having equality and participative
involvement in important decision-making, even if one family member is still the nominal leader of the business.
Aronoff furthermore reported that 42 percent of family businesses are considering copresidents for the next generation.
As size may relate to generations, then this hypothesis follows:
Hypothesis 3: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
use a “team-management” style of management.
Interpersonal dynamics, including conflict and disagreement among family members, has been a major focus of family firm research. Conflict can exist in first-generation family
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firms, when siblings, spouses, or other relatives participate in
management and/or ownership, and conflict can also arise
between members of different generations in subsequentgeneration family firms. Beckhard and Dyer (1983) found that
conflict among family members increases with the number
of generations involved in the firm. Conversely, Davis and
Harveston (1999, 2001) concluded that family member conflict increased only moderately as firms moved into the second-generation stage, but there was a more sizable increase
from second to third generation. Again, as size may relate to
generations, then:
Hypothesis 4: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
have conflict and disagreement between family members.
Another major focus of the literature on family firms has
been succession.The primary issues here involve the difficulties founders have in “letting go” and passing on the reins of
control and authority, the lack of preparation for leadership
next-generation family members often receive, and thus the
need for, and importance of, succession planning (Davis
1983; Handler 1994; Upton and Heck 1997). Dyer (1988)
investigated “culture and continuity” in family firms, and the
need for firm founders to understand the effects of a firm’s
culture and that culture can either constrain or facilitate successful family succession. Fiegener and Prince (1994) compared successor planning and development in family and
nonfamily firms, and found that family firms favor more personal relationship-oriented forms of successor development,
while nonfamily firms utilize more formal and task-oriented
methods. Building on these and other studies of succession in
family firms, Stavrou (1998) developed a conceptual model
to explain how next-generation family members are chosen
for successor management positions. This model involves
four factors that define the context for succession: family,
business, personal, and market.
While these and other studies have dealt with various
aspects of succession, none have specifically investigated
succession planning and practices with regard to either generation or size in family firms.Thus:
Hypothesis 5: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
have formulated specific succession plans.
Several researchers of family firms have postulated that, as
these firms age and/or move into subsequent-generation family management and ownership, they also progress from one
style of management to another. Informal, subjective, and
paternalistic styles of leadership become more formal, objec-
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tive, and “professional” (Aronoff 1998; Cole and Wolken 1995;
Coleman and Carsky 1999; Dyer 1988; Filbeck and Lee 2000;
McConaughy and Phillips 1999; Miller, McLeod, and Oh 2001;
Schein 1983).“Professional” management may involve the following:
1.The use of outside consultants, advisors and professional services
2. More time engaged in strategic management activities
3.The use of more sophisticated financial management
tools
These conclusions lead to several size-related hypotheses:

Family firms need not always be privately owned.As they
grow, opportunities and needs for “going public” may arise.
The family may not be able, or may not choose, to provide
sufficient management or financial resources for growth, and
outsider ownership can resolve this situation.And even publicly owned companies can continue as “family businesses,” if
management or financial control is maintained by the family.
McConaughy (1994) found that 20 percent of the Business
Week 1000 firms are family controlled, while Weber and
Lavelle (2003) report that one-third of S&P 500 companies
have founding families involved in management.Thus:

Hypothesis 6: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
use outside consultants, advisors and professional
services.

Hypothesis 10: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
have considered “going public.”

Hypothesis 7: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
spend time engaged in strategic management activities.
Hypothesis 8: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
use sophisticated methods of financial management.
Another issue of interest in the investigation of family
business is “generational shadow” (Davis and Harveston
1999). In a multigeneration family firm a generational shadow, shed by the founder, may be cast over the organization
and the critical processes within it. In such a situation,“succession” is considered incomplete, may constrain successors,
and may have dysfunctional effects on the performance of
the firm.Yet this “shadow” may also have positive impact, by
providing a clear set of values, direction, and standards for
subsequent firm managers. Kelly,Athanassiou and Crittenden
(2000) similarly proposed that a family firm founder’s “legacy
centrality”will influence the strategic behavior of succeeding
generations’ family member managers, with both positive and
negative impact. Davis and Harveston (1999) also investigated generational shadow, but reached mixed conclusions
regarding its impacts. If “generational shadow” and “legacy
centrality” are valid components of the family business system, then management in both smaller family firms (often
with only the founder in control) and in larger family firms
(perhaps with the founder having strong presence even if
not actually there) may be influenced by the objectives and
methods of the founder.
Hypothesis 9: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
be influenced by the original business objectives and
methods of the founder.

The capital structure decision is important for family business (Romano, Tanewski, and Smyrnios, 2001). Following
from the preceding discussion, larger family firms may use
equity financing rather than debt financing as they grow
through the sale of company stock. Cole and Wolken (1995)
and Coleman and Carsky (1999) found that older and larger
family firms use more equity financing and less debt financing than younger and smaller family firms.
On the other hand, other researchers have found that family businesses, and especially first-generation ones, are reluctant to use debt financing (Bork et al. 1996; Gersick et al.
1997).Thus, with the literature pointing in both directions:
Hypothesis 11: Larger family businesses are neither
more nor less likely than smaller family businesses to
use equity financing rather than debt financing.

Methodology
Sample
Past researchers have concurred on the difficulties in obtaining reliable data on family businesses. In particular, there is no
fully reliable way to identify family firms a priori.Therefore,
it is generally necessary to sample broader populations of
businesses and use self-reporting to identify ex post those
which are family firms (Wortman 1994; Daily and Dollinger
1992, 1993; Handler 1989). For this study, this issue was largely resolved, as survey instruments were randomly mailed or
hand-delivered to a variety of New York and Massachusetts
companies that had been identified as family businesses in
local business periodicals’ listings of such businesses. A net
distribution of 550 surveys yielded 159 usable returned, a
29.0 percent return rate.
The survey instrument provided a variety of descriptive
information about each respondent family business, including the number of employees.There is no universally accepted definition of a “small” or “large” business; the U.S. Small
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Business Administration uses different break-points for different industries (U.S. Small Business Administration 2004),
and this definition is in flux (U.S. Chamber of Commerce
2004). In Europe, a variety of definitions are also in use
(European Union 2004). Thus, for this study, the objective
was to compare smaller and larger family firms within the
sample.The 159 companies in the sample appear to provide
a typical range of family firms, which can be small or large,
but more frequently small.The mean number of employees
was 195, the median was 25, and the mode was 3.The range
was from 1 to 6,454 employees.Thus, the sample seems representative of American family businesses, as it included a
large proportion of small firms but also a few very large
companies. The respondent firms were categorized into
“small” and large,” using a breakpoint of < 50 and≥ ≥ 50.With
no standardized American definitions of “small” or “large,” the
50-employee break-point was derived from the European
Union (2004) break-point between large/medium and
small/micro. As in the U.S. economy, the sample has more
small than large businesses with 101 (63%) small and 58
(37%) large firms.

Measurement
The independent variable was size (< 50 and ≥ 50). The
dependent variables to test hypotheses 1–11 were as follows:
1. Does the firm have nonfamily managers? The percentage of family to nonfamily managers.
2.The percentage of male and female family members
involved in the operation of the firm. Hypotheses 3–10
were Likert interval scales of:“Describes our firm” 7 to
1 “Does not describe our firm.”
3. Full family involvement in decisions.
4. Level of family conflict.
5. Formulation of succession plans.
6. Use of outside advisors.
7. Long-range planning.
8. Sophisticated financial management tools.
9. Influence of founder.
10. Going public.
11.The use of debt or equity financing was a nominal
measure of one or the other.
Descriptive statistical data included number of years the
firm was in business, number of employees, industry (product or service), and form of ownership.Table 1 includes all 11
dependent variables, with their measures.

Statistical Analysis
Hypotheses 1-10 compared the dependent variables by
size using the t-test. Hypothesis 11, having nominal measured variables, compared debt to equity by size using chisquare.
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Results
Descriptive Statistics and Hypotheses
Testing
See Table 2 for a summary of descriptive statistics.This table
includes a generational breakdown of the sample, since the
hypotheses derive from earlier research with a generational
focus.Table 1 provides the summary of the hypotheses statistics testing.

Discussion
This study analyzed a sample of family businesses in the
United States. The statistical analysis supported 5 of the 11
null hypotheses.Thus, for 5 of the 11 management activities,
styles and characteristics measured, no significant differences
between larger and smaller firms were found.
Of interest, then, is that the statistical analysis found that
larger family firms were more likely than smaller family
firms to
1. use non-family members within top management;
2. use outside consultants, advisors, and professional services;
3. spend time in strategic management activity; and
4. use sophisticated methods of financial management.
Furthermore, and also of interest, is that this analysis found
that smaller family firms were more likely than larger family
firms to
1. have conflict between family members, and
2. have women family members working in the firm.
And finally, the supported null hypotheses indicate that
there was no significant difference between larger and
smaller family businesses with regard to
1. use of team-management,
2. formulation of specific succession plans,
3. degree of influence by the original business objectives
and methods,
4. the company’s founder,
5. consideration of going public, and
6. use of debt versus equity financing.

Conclusions
Given the very limited prior empirical research on family
firm size, the results of this study can not be directly compared to prior studies.Yet most of the statistically significant
differences and similarities found in this study seem logical
and consistent with the largely conceptual prior literature in
the field.
It is logical that, as family firms grow in size, the number
of family members available for management positions, and
the skills and expertise they possess, will be less sufficient to
meet the growing needs of the company.Therefore, it should
be expected that nonfamily members will be brought into
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Table 1. Hypotheses Test Comparison by Size (N = 159)
Hypotheses
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Use of nonfamily members within top mgt
(% nonfamily mgt)
Women family members working in firm
(% of women)
Use of team-management style
(7-1)1
Having conflict between family members
(7-1)
Formulation of specific succession plans
(7-1)
Use of outside consultants, advisors, and
professional services (7-1)
Time spent in strategic mgt activity
(7-1)
Use of sophisticated methods of financial
mgt (7-1)
Degree of influence by original business
objective and methods of the founder (7-1)
Consideration of going public
(7-1)
Use of debt financing rather than equity
(proportion debt/equity)

Small
(n = 101)

Large
(n = 58)

t

p

17.94

53.49

-7.30

.000

33.18

24.07

2.14

.033

4.01

3.79

.56

.576

2.69

2.00

2.51

.013

2.88

3.27

-1.03

.300

3.87

4.67

-2.13

.034

2.88

3.67

-2.96

.003

2.71

4.48

-5.29

.000

5.01

5.10

-.28

.778

1.26

1.55

-1.72

.088

63/38
62/38%

44/14
76/24%

3.042

.081

1. Likert scales—Mean of: Describes our firm 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Does not describe our firm
2. Chi-square, not t value.

top management positions.Also, as these firms grow, management issues and problems may become more complex and
greater use will be made of outside consultants and other
experts.
It is also logical that, as family firms grow in size, their managers will adopt the management techniques of larger companies in general, including strategic management activities
and the use of more sophisticated financial management
methods. As more nonfamily members join the firm’s management team, they may bring with them the management
practices from their former positions, often in larger companies.
Conversely, it can be argued that smaller family firms will
logically have more conflict between family members, for as

these companies grow in size the addition of nonfamily managers will dilute the “family” culture in the firm and lead to
more objective decision making, less encumbered by emotional family dynamics and the conflicts they can create.
Yet some of the findings are not so “logical” and perhaps
were not to be expected. As for the greater ratio of women
family member managers in smaller family firms, there are
several possible explanations.The inclusion of women family
members as managers in family (and nonfamily) firms is a relatively recent trend, and since younger family firms tend to
be smaller than older ones, these smaller and younger family
firms are more likely to include women family members.
Also, there is a trend of women starting their own firms
which tend to be smaller than businesses founded by men.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics
Variable

Small
(n = 101/63%)

Large
(n = 58/37%)

Total
(N = 159)

Generation (n/%)
1st
2nd
3rd

40/80%1
32/53%
29/59%

10/20%
28/47%
20/41%

50/31%
60/38%
40/31%

Industry (n%)
Product
Service

24/57%
77/65%

18/43%
40/35%

42/26%
117/74%

67/57%
15/88%
19/79%2

51/43%
2/12%
5/21%

118/74%
17/11%
24/15%

Years in business (mean)

Ownership (n/%)
Corporation
Partnership
Sole proprietorship

35.32

44.31

38.33

1. As in the population, there are significantly more small than large firms, and small firms have significantly more first-generation businesses
(p = .011).
2. Small firms in the sample have significantly more partnerships and sole proprietorships than large firms (p = .009).

No significant difference was found between smaller and
larger firms’ consideration of going public. This finding was
not expected, as most of the prior family business literature
focuses primarily on larger firms’ needs to finance through
sale of equity to the public. Further analysis of this issue
would be desirable.
While it is of interest when research studies produce many
“surprising” results, most research tends to confirm prior
expectations,as this study largely does.The value of this study’s
“expected”findings is that they are derived empirically and statistically.This strengthens prior conclusions that may be based
on more subjective forms of data gathering and analysis.
What does this mean for family businessowners and managers, for advisors to these companies, and for those who
study them? If this and future studies allow us to understand
how family firms change as they grow in size, then we can
know what to expect in the future for a particular family
firm, and this in turn can prepare us for the changing needs
and characteristics of that business.With the development of
this knowledge, family business managers will be better prepared to lead their companies and to grow them successfully. Those who teach small business and entrepreneurship
courses can make this information available to future entrepreneurs who may manage family businesses. Consultants
who advise family businesses will be able to provide better
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guidance to family firms to help them move toward a more
professional management style. And researchers will have
some basic building blocks on which they can expand our
understanding of the dynamics and growth patterns of family businesses.
As previously discussed, the earlier Sonfield and Lussier
(2004, 2005) studies of family firms categorized by generation found few differences between first-, second-, and thirdgeneration family firms in terms of management activities,
styles, and characteristics.Yet this study using size categories
did find six significant differences.This suggests that size is a
different factor than generation (and perhaps other variables
as well) with regard to family businesses, and that both factors are important in their own right, and are not substitutable when analyzing and understanding family firms.
This study indicates a need for future research with regard
to family business growth.As a family firm grows in size, how
are its management activities, styles, and characteristics
affected? Given the very limited prior research findings on
family firm size, this exploratory study can at present only
offer tentative conclusions and lay the groundwork for future
research. Additional studies investigating family firm size are
necessary to answer these questions: Is size a significant factor with regard to family businesses? How does the variable
of size differ from the variable of generation? Should size be
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an analytical tool used by family business managers,
researchers and/or consultants? As a family firm grows, are
there certain management practices that are more likely to
lead to optimal performance? Clearly, additional studies must
be conducted before definitive answers to these questions
can be reached.
Finally, several limitations to this study should be noted.
One limitation was the size of the firms in the sample. Of the
159 respondents, only 14 (9%) had 500 or more employees.
It would be desirable if further studies were to have a higher
percentage of the sample consisting of larger businesses.

Also, the mean age of the firms in the sample was about 38
years. Clearly these are successful businesses, and this factor
may in some way influence the findings. Future research
might include more young and/or less-successful family
firms. In the same vein, it would also be desirable if the findings of this study could be related to firm performance or
effectiveness. However, self-reported data on firm performance is problematic with regard to validity, and no attempt to
obtain such data was made in this study. This too offers
opportunities for future research.
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Case Study
TransLighting Group, Inc.
A Small Town, Family Business

Jeff Lowenthal
ransLighting Group, Inc. consists of two companies
all centered around the transportation industry.The
original company, TransLighting, was started in
1962 by Henry Phillips. Henry was an engineer with Ford
Motor Company specializing in braking wiring systems.
Over an eight-year period, he designed and patented several wiring and harness systems that are used in cars as of
the 2006 model year. Back in the 1950s Henry had the
opportunity to learn about and use LED technology. He
even came up with a process using this technology to
increase brake light visibility (i.e., the third or middle
brake light on most cars). In June 1961 over dinner with
another engineering buddy, Bill Acken, Bill figured that
they could use this same technology to display roadside
messages for motorists. Following license approval from
Ford, Bill and Henry started TransLighting in White Lake,
Michigan.

T

By 2006, TransLighting Group became the leading manufacturer of lighting and interior products for the transportation
industry. Today, TransLighting offers lighting, storage, and
other innovative products that equip the interior envelope of
a transit vehicle; and the company has expanded its product
line to include customized air quality and spot extraction systems.
TransLighting Group works very closely with its customers, involving engineering personnel from both groups.
Bill and Henry strive very hard to build a strong brand loyalty and their hard work has paid off. By 2005, the company
had captured 47 percent of the market in the transportation
industry with their closest competitor with only 13 percent
market share.
“On Time and Right” is more than a catchy manufacturing
mantra at TransLighting. It extends beyond manufacturing
and quality assurance. In fact it's part of the culture. It’s about
doing the right thing for the original equipment manufacturer (OEM), the transit facility, and the end customer.
When Bill and Henry established their partnership, they
formed a C corporation issuing 40 percent voting stock to
each owner. The remaining 20 percent was put aside for
future distribution to individual family members. Over the
next 20 years from formation, this “other stock” has been

issued to various children who have joined the company and
to key employees who have been very loyal to the companies. From a management structure viewpoint, Henry is the
president and COO of TransLighting Manufacturing, while
Bill is the president and COO of TransEnvironmental Systems.
Combined, both companies employ more than 150 people
and have sales in the range of $51 million. Both companies
are located on the same property and are about 50 yards
apart (see Figures 1 and 2).

TransEnvironmental Systems
As TransLighting was building its customer base, it identified
a niche market within its customer’s organization. Workers
who were installing TransLighting products were operating
in dirty and dusty workspaces.There were some major concerns about quality and safety.To keep the company’s work
environment clean, since its customers demanded a clean
product free of dust and wayward debris, TransLighting
developed a customized dust control system. Customers
started asking where TransLighting obtained its dust control
system since they wanted their own employees to work in a
clean and safe workspace void of irritants, biological hazards,
and respiratory concerns. Seeing a potentially large opportunity for industrial vacuum solutions, TransEnvironmental
Systems was created.
TransEnvironmental dust control environmental equipment applies the principle of source capture to eliminate
particulate from the workplace by capturing dust and debris
at the source. It differs from others on the market in several
respects:
• Turnkey: Proven solutions from a single supplier
• Durable and rugged: Its systems withstand the rigors of
everyday operation
• Powerful: Strong suction to match the application
• Complete: Fans, pumps, filters, separators, containers,
and accessories installed, supported, and serviced
• Quiet: Far below OSHA requirements
• Profitable: Cleanup time is drastically reduced or eliminated.Tool and abrasive life is extended.
• Flexible: From a single user portable to multiple station,
facilitywide, central systems
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• Support: Nationwide direct sales and service locations
• Proven: More than 14 years in the industry
TransEnvironmental now offers integrated, high-velocity
vacuum systems to numerous areas within transit maintenance facilities. Systems can be configured, designed, and
installed to service individually or collectively vehicle interior cleaning, soot filter recovery, brake lathe dust control, and
body shop dust control.
In 2006,TransEnvironmental Systems employed more than
75 employees and had gross revenues of about $15.7 million.
Its market is primarily North and South America, with some
business in the EU.

A Family Affair
[It is three o’clock in the morning on Tuesday and Jack looks
over at the very pretty lady lying in bed next to him. He needs
to get up in two hours and start getting ready for work.As he
wakes up and looks up to the ceiling, Jack wonders how he
ever got himself involved sleeping with the president’s
daughter-in-law and how he will explain this to his brother,
who is the vice president of manufacturing and his direct
boss. . .]
Working within TransLighting Group is a family affair. At
TransEnvironmental, Bill’s son, Kevin is the vice president of
sales. Running the warehouse is Bill’s daughter, Kendra. Kevin
has been with the company for the past eight years following
his graduation from Michigan State University. His degree was
in marketing and logistics and he was a very good student.
After working within several departments in the company, he
found that his strength was sales and has been working in
that area for the past four years. The job has been very
demanding requiring him to travel about four days per week.
About a year and half ago, he married Jenny, who also worked
at the company. Just after getting married, Jenny decided to
work at TransLighting, since she did not want to work with
her husband and father-in-law, and took over the warehouse.
There are many other “family sets”within both companies.
Being located in a small town, the best way to find employees is to seek the friends and family of existing employees.
Thus, there are many cousins, brothers, sisters, friends, and
neighbors employed within the companies. Figure 1 presents
a partial organization chart and shows family relationships.

TransLighting Manufacturing
Ed Poteau has been with the company for the past seven
years and was a friend of Kevin’s at school. Ed obtained his
degree in supply chain logistics and is now the vice president
of manufacturing. Up until six weeks ago, all was going very
well. Productivity was up and rework was down by 14 percent.After returning from a week’s vacation in the islands, Ed
is looking at the production numbers (see Figure 3) and is

not happy.“I go away for just one week and all goes to hell
around here,” Ed thinks to himself.“I need to get a handle on
this before Henry draws and quarters me.” Looking at the
report, the first glaring area is the Light Wiring Department.
After noticing that the scrap has gone up 28 percent and
rework has doubled, Henry knows it is time to get out from
behind his desk and take a walk.

Light Wiring Department
The L20, one of TransLighting's core products, is a multifunctional cove lighting system that provides optimal light levels
with a minimal amount of upkeep.This product includes the
following key features:
• Condensation does not build up and weep from the pultruded fiber reinforced panel.2
• The base panel is vandal resistant and is impervious to
most solvents.
• The cove design includes the lighting panel, air duct, and
electrical raceway.
• Single pin lighting promotes long life.
• Advanced design and standard ballasts are repairable.
• Designs can be customized to fit the application.
The department that assembles the L20 product consists
of 15 workers and is managed by Sabrina. Sabrina has been
with the company for the past three years and recently
obtained her associate’s degree from Oakland Community
College. Ed made her supervisor in 2004 after being the only
person in the department with a degree, being highly personable, and at her repeated request to move into management.
Ed had some initial concern about making her the supervisor
due to the various family relationships within the department. Sabrina is 23 years old and currently lives with her
boyfriend. Sabrina’s older sister (Karen, age 25), younger sister (Kelly, age 21) and mother (Justine, age 46) all work within the department. Having Sabrina supervise her family for
the past two years has not been an issue. Ed was hoping that
this has not changed.
Talking with Sabrina and others, Ed finds that this scrap
and rework issue has been primarily happening within
Karen’s work area. There was been some problems with
wiring connectors in the past but not to this extent. In a
close review of the area’s materials, nothing seems different
nor has a supplier been changed in the recent past. Ed discusses this issue at length with Sabrina asking her to find the
root cause of the issue and report back to him by the end of
the day. Just before he is ready to leave the area, Justine pulls
Ed to the side to talk with him in private.
“I just wanted to let you know that Karen and Sabrina are
fighting big time,” Justine says.
She continues, “Karen submitted a request about taking
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Figure 1. Organizational Chart and Family Relations
TransLighting Group
Henry and Bill–Founders & Owners

TransLighting
TransLighting
Manufacturing
Mfg.
Henry–President
Henry–President&&COO
COO

Other
Departments

Sales
[Steve]

TransEnvironmental
Systems
Bill–President & COO

VP– Mfg.
[Ed]

Other
Departments

Henry’s Son

Lighting
[Sabrina]

Maintenance
[Jack]

Warehouse
[Jenny]

Middle Sister

[Kelly]

[Justine]

Mother of the
three girls
Oldest Sister

[Karen]

VP–Mfg.
[Johnny]

Bill’s Son

1 Cousin to
Kevin

st

Panels

Separated from
Kevin (married)
and now lives
with Jack

Ed’s younger
brother

Youngest Sister

Sales
[Kevin]

Others

some vacation time later this month and Sabrina just said no.
According to Sabrina, we have a new major contract and
have some tight deadlines by the end of the month and no
one can take time off until we hit these new production
goals.”
Ed thinks to himself,“I have no idea about this new contract and will have to explore it at the management meeting
this afternoon.”
Justine goes on to say, “Karen has been telling everyone
that Sabrina is just jealous that she got a new 2006 Firebird
and to get back at her, she is not letting her take this vacation
to go the Red Hot Chili Pepper’s concert.”
Ed thanks Justine for the information and started to head
over to the panel department.

Trimming
[Carol]
Ex-wife–
George, former
best friend–
Patti

Mixing
[George]

Press
[Patti]
Current wife–George

Panel Department
One of the key features of TransLighting’s TransForm material is its versatility.This flexibility encourages endless opportunities for customizing and enhancing interiors.
• The freedom of design capabilities reduces installation
labor costs while creating a distinct and appealing image.
• The thermal plastic material is resistant to dents and
graffiti.
• Cuts and scratches from vandalism are easily hid due to
the through-color material.
• A wide range of colors is available.
• TransForm is the preferred material for structural rigidity and fire- and smoke-safe applications.
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Figure 2. Property Layout

TransForm uses fiberglass sheets mixed with a special
thermal plastic resin to create a product that is resistant to
dents and either ink or paint graffiti (see Figure 4 for plant
layout).These fiberglass sheets are laid out in the bottom half
of a mold in a cross-pattern fashion. Next, the special thermal
plastic resin is mixed about 25 yards away from the presses,
after which the resin is poured over the mold and sheets.
Using a 35-ton Brunner press, the resin and fiberglass are
fused using high pressure and high temperature for a period
of 15 minutes.
Referring to his notes, Ed reviews that the scrap rate on
press #2 has increased by 29 percent during the past month.
Walking up to the press, Ed inquires of Patti, the press operator, what is going on with her production.
“There is nothing wrong with the press,” Patti snips. “If
George (the resin mixer) would get the formulation right, I
wouldn’t have so many scrap panels!”
Ed shakes his head and wonders what mess he just got
himself into. Not only do they work for the same company
and work 25 yards apart, Patti and George are a husband and
wife team.They have been married for about two years and
generally there have been no problems. But this one is costing the company lots of money, producing all that scrap.After
talking with Patti a bit longer, Ed heads over to the mixing station to meet with George.
From a distance, Ed can already see that George is in a
grumpy mood. The two have worked together for the past
eight years and at times, George is known for having wide
mood swings. Overall he is a good worker and has a special

talent working with the mixers and resins. He seems intuitively to know how to adjust the blend based on weather
and internal and external conditions. In the long run, this has
saved the company lots of money by keeping production
problems to a minimal level. Ed, in a light hearted manner,
approaches George.
“How you doing today, George,” Ed chimes.
George replies,“I saw you talking with Patti a few minutes
ago. Is she griping3 about me again? It’ll be the third time
since last week!”
[Patti is George’s current wife. George was married to
Carol and had three kids. Carol supervises the panel trimming department and works about 25 yards from George,
opposite of the presses. Patti and Carol were close friends
until Carol found out that George and Patti were having an
affair. She threw George out and he moved directly into
Patti’s house.After the divorce was final, George and Patti got
married.There has been an ongoing fight over visitation and
child support.At times it has been civil and other times it has
been messy.]
After hearing this statement from George, Ed saw no notes
about mixing complaints on his desk this morning so he
pressed George to explain further.
“There is nothing wrong with my mixing and blends, Patti
is just mad at me over Carol and the kids. She has cut me off
[sexually] and says I cannot stay focused on my work, which
is why my blends are wrong.This scrap problem is going to
hurt her bonus and it is all my fault.”
Ed shook his head and tells George that he will look into
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Figure 4. TransLighting Manufacturing Plant Layout
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the issues later in the day having just returned from vacation.
Walking back to his office, he grabs a cup of coffee and prepares for an upcoming management meeting that will be
held in about an hour.

Bi-Weekly Staff Meeting
Management meetings are held biweekly and are typically
held in the conference room at the front of the building.
Henry usually leads the meeting. In attendance are Bill, Kevin,
Johnny (VP of Manufacturing from TransEnvironmental),
Steve (VP of Sales from TransLighting), and Ed.The meeting is
significantly more brutal than usual that morning. Bill and
Kevin seem to be especially harsh on Ed, who is at a total loss
over the events at the meeting since he just returned from his
vacation. When the meeting was over, Ed calls Steve to the
side and asks what went on in the meeting.
“Is there something going on that I don’t know about?”
asks Ed.
“Have you talked with your brother, Jack, since you
returned?” responds Steve.
Ed replies that he has not spoken to Jack. Steve strongly
suggests that Ed talk with him right away. Jack is Ed’s younger
brother by two years and started with TransLighting about
one year after Ed started there. Jack is very mechanically
inclined and subsequently has taken over the maintenance
department.

Leaving the front office, Ed heads right out to the plant
and finds Jack. Pulling him off a repair job, he just about
yanks him into his office and closes the door.
“Ok little bro, what is going on? I just got beaten up at the
management meeting and Steve suggested that I talk with
you right away.”
Jack looks down at his feet and Ed feels his stomach drop.
“You know how I took off that week skiing about four
months ago. Well I met a lady on that trip up north and we
hooked up.”
Ed looks at him and states,“So, that is no big deal.You are
a big boy.”
“Well it is. See the lady I hooked up with was Jenny.”
Ed’s eyes roll up and in a louder voice, “You don’t mean
Kevin’s wife do you?”
“Yep.”
“What the heck were you thinking, you dumbhead.”
Jack sits back and replies,“Jenny and Kevin have been having some problems for the past eight months. Since I see her
[Jenny] just about every day in the plant, we just started talking. We’ve been just friends ever since. Well one day about
five months ago I shared that I was heading up north [northern Michigan] to go skiing and she asked if she could come
with me. Joking, I said yes, not thinking that she would really
go. After I made my plans with Mike, he and I took off and
headed to the lodge. AND Jenny took off that same week as
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me and took Alice with her to the same place as Mike and I.
And that’s where we hooked up.”
Ed could not believe what he was hearing.Turning to his
brother,“OK, it was a short term, one-time jump in the sack,
wasn’t it?”
“Ommm, no. Jenny and I have been seeing each other for
the past four months.”
Ed exploded,“You have been doing what! You have to end
it today. Now. No exceptions!”

Looking back down at his feet, Jack says,“It’s not that simple. Last week while you were in the islands playing, Jenny
left Kevin and moved in with me.”
After his brother leaves his office, Ed puts his head in his
hands and was shaking. An entire week of relaxation, fun, and
rest gone within the first half day of returning to the job.
Gaining his composure, he starts to contemplate his next
series of actions.

Endnotes
1. Figure 3 is a reproduction of an actual TransLighting production report. The report displays actual production numbers for a two-month
period. In this case, it displays May and June 2006 and 2005 (the prior year). It also shows a production quota (as represented by SCH field).
Percentage of change is not included in the report and must be manually calculated.
2. Pultrusion can be defined as a process for producing reinforced plastic geometric shapes in a continuous length by pulling a resin-impregnated fiber reinforcement through a forming and curing die. Pultrusion dates back to the early 1950s when it was initially used to form
round bar stock for the fishing rod industry.The systems, method, and apparatus for forming pultruded shapes remained at this level for several years until the late 1960s when improvements allowed manufacturers to form various structural shapes used in a number of applications including corrosive and weather-resistant ladders, gratings, hand rails, hoods, walkway supports, and structural elements for buildings
such as greenhouses and the like.

3.The language in this case has been “tempered” to conform to the Journal’s policy.
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Book Review
Growing Pains

Michele K. Masterfano
Eric G. Flamholtz and Yvonne Randle, Growing Pains:
Transitioning from an Entrepreneurship to a
Professionally Managed Firm, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass,
2007. 472 pages, $50.

he vast majority of books on entrepreneurship seem to
focus on the start-up process. But what happens when
a company is successful, and begins the growth
process? How does the entrepreneur continue the momentum to build a lasting business? The fourth edition of Growing
Pains purports to tell the entrepreneur how to do just that.
This edition, according to the publisher, is completely revised
and has added subjects that readers of earlier editions had
requested, specifically the area of strategic planning.
The book is broken into five major sections, with a total of
17 chapters.The various sections of the book cover the areas
of developing a framework for a successful company, management strategies, tools of professional management, advanced
aspects, and personal aspects for CEOs and other senior leaders. Each section is comprehensive, with information about
the topic and generally including several case studies.
Part One focuses on providing a framework for building
successful companies. It explains that growing companies
invariably develop growing pains. Some of these growing
pains, which should be recognizable to a broad cross-section
of entrepreneurs, are the fact that too many people in the
company spend their time putting out fires; that there are not
enough good managers in the company; and that the company is growing in revenues, but not in profits. The authors
promise to provide prescriptions for combating these and
other growing pains.
One of the ways of combating the growing pains is by
focusing on what they describe as a pyramid of organizational development. This pyramid builds on a foundation comprised of the business concept, the strategic mission, and the
core strategy of the organization, and includes six key organizational development tasks that must be taken into account.
These six areas include markets, products and services,
resource management, operational systems, management systems, and corporate culture.

T

The remainder of Part One describes the four stages of
entrepreneurial development that the authors have defined
based on their experiences in their consulting practice. Each
stage of development is defined by its description, its critical
development areas, and the approximate size of the organization in revenues.This last category is broken down by manufacturing firms and service firms, with service firms expected to have about one-third the revenues of a manufacturing
firm at each stage of development.
Part Two focuses each chapter on one of the four stages of
entrepreneurial development introduced in the first section.
Each chapter discusses the key issues at each stage, providing
examples of those key issues with information from real
companies, sometimes disguised. The chapters also include
information on the keys to success at each stage, and also
how a firm makes the transition from one stage to the next.
Part Three in many ways is the heart of Growing Pains. It
provides details on how one constructs a strategic plan and
structures an organization for success, as well as discussing
issues of management and leadership development, culture
management, and the ever-important need for organizational
controls and performance management systems. Again, realworld examples are provided with every major topic.
If the reader has made it this far, Part Four will provide for
some interesting reading. This section focuses on what are
claimed to be advanced aspects of a growing company. The
first chapter focuses on advanced aspects of strategic planning, while the second discusses issues that very large companies must consider.The final chapter in this section details
some of the advantages and disadvantages of going public, as
well as giving a flavor of what goes into both making the
decision as well as the IPO process itself.
Finally, the last section, with only two chapters, discusses
some of the issues that family businesses face, as well as the
personal aspects that a CEO may struggle with as the company grows and requires additional management and specialist
talent. Family business is not ignored in the prior chapters,
however, this chapter does cover the topic a bit more comprehensively. It even includes a section on the family business “albatross”; that is, the family member who maybe
should not really be supported by the business, but can not
seem to make it anywhere else.
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The information regarding the personal transitions the
CEOs of growing entrepreneurial firms must make takes a
stab at helping these embattled individuals understand their
options more clearly.These options range from doing nothing
at all to selling the business, besides the more typical bromides of either changing personally or bringing in professional management.
Growing Pains is written for the businessowner, and is
quite comprehensive in its review of the needs of entrepreneurial firms and their owners. It also includes a bit of an
organization development point of view, as this is the focus
of the consulting business managed by the two authors.This
is a valuable resource for most entrepreneurs, as in many
ways it provides a complete management education in one
volume.
There is much useful insight in this book, including the
authors’ pyramid of organizational development. This is a
concise representation of what businessowners need to consider in building their businesses as well as an effective
roadmap for understanding the many transitions needed
when a business moves from start-up to significant revenues.
Another useful roadmap is that of the three levels of strategy—the core strategy, the supporting strategies, and the operational strategies. Many small businessowners tend to think
that either strategic planning is not important for a business
their size, or they think that it is blue-sky planning that only
delineates the big idea toward which they are striving. The
figure presented here, that of three concentric circles, is
another concise way of describing the important elements to
be considered, and how one leads to the next until the business has a clear plan to get where its leader wants to go.
Finally, there is quite useful information presented on the various tasks of management and leadership as the company
starts building a hierarchy.
The book, however, can at times be quite repetitive.There
is a rehash of the four stages of entrepreneurship in many of
the chapters, and the transitions required of leadership also
get repeated. In some instances the authors are a bit too concise, as in their strategic board, where they argue that all markets can be categorized into one of three tiers, where Tier I

is affluent;Tier II looks for a combination of quality, service,
prestige, and price; and Tier III is only concerned with price.
While this has some face validity, it is extremely simplistic,
and does not sufficiently address business markets.
As the authors describe advanced aspects of strategic
planning, they are also claiming uniqueness in their argument
that operational systems can be considered competitive differentiators. Michael Treacy and Fred Wiersema might take
issue with that, given their discussion of operational excellence in The Discipline of Market Leaders more than a
decade ago.
The real-world examples that are included in the book can
be both inspirational and a bit intimidating. Some of the companies described have been wildly successful, growing quickly into businesses that reap more than $1 billion in revenues.
For the typical start-up entrepreneur, getting to $1 million
sometimes seems like a pipe dream. Also, it is a shame that
Countrywide Financial is used heavily in the book, with its
founder Angelo Mozilo, highlighted often.With the problems
that Countrywide is currently facing, including several investigations by federal authorities, the focus on this company
can detract from the basic message of the book.
One final concern is that Flamholtz and Randle toss off a
comment that management development should include
“mind-stretching exercises that are designed to create new
patterns of thought and open up lines of creativity” (p. 376).
It would have been extremely helpful if one or more of those
exercises were described, as they did with so many other
concepts in the book.
All in all, however, this is an excellent resource for both
businessowners and academics.This book should be on the
shelf of every businessowner who intends to grow his or her
business into one that lasts.Academics can use the book for
either reference in a course on entrepreneurship, or as a text
in an advanced course in an entrepreneurship major.
Consultants working with small but growing businesses can
also use it as a guide in determining how to work with their
clients in ensuring that their businesses are able to move past
their growing pains.

About the Author
MICHELE K. MASTERFANO (michele@masterfano.com) has been working with entrepreneurial firms for 10
years, after a long career launching new products and new divisions for AT&T. She focuses primarily on business and operational planning, but has also been known to step in and help lead growing businesses on an
interim basis. In addition, she is an adjunct instructor at Drexel University, where she teaches organizational
behavior, strategic planning, and entrepreneurship courses to both undergraduate and graduate students. She
is currently completing a DBA at Argosy University, with a concentration in marketing and management.

66 NEW ENGLAND JOURNAL OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP

https://digitalcommons.sacredheart.edu/neje/vol11/iss2/1

66

et al.: New England Journal of Entrepreneurship, Fall 2008

Book Review
Entrepreneurship as Social Change

Lori Wagner Snyder
Chris Steyaert and Daniel Hjorth,eds.Entrepreneurship as
Social Change. A Third Movements in Entrepreneurship
Book, Cheltenham, UK and Northampton, MA: Edward
Elgar Publishing, 2006. 327 pages, $120.

rounded in the theme of “earth,”Entrepreneurship as
Social Change takes a part evolutionary, part revolutionary approach to societal “wellness.” Challenging
traditional definitions of social entrepreneurship, the series
goes beyond mere “inventive stewardship” of current principles to investigate and reassert the transformative process of
creative destruction through socioethical discourse and
regrounding within the public space of current, real-life community contexts. The collection of essays, drawn from an
entrepreneurship workshop, organized by the Entrepreneurship and Small Business Research Institute (ESBRI) and held
in Sweden in June 2001, is one of several in the Movements
in Entrepreneurship Series, edited by Steyaert and Hjorth.
Separated into two sections: “Conceptualizing Social
Entrepreneurship” and “Contextualizing Social Change,” the
book supports a deconstruction from predetermined concepts and hierarchies of traditional definitions, practices, and
understandings of entrepreneurship and encourages
regroundings within multidiscursive spaces. By bringing
entrepreneurship into academic discourse, the contributors
to the collection allow for a discourse analysis that subjects
the field to a variety of approaches and theories (or experiments).
In part one, the theoretical basis for the book, six essays
reveal an organic, as opposed to mechanistic, view of social
entrepreneurship—one that sees creative potential within
connections and relationships and supports dynamic process
and a deobjectification of the human element. The discussions begin with a renewed understanding of the entrepreneur as “economic actor” who causes development or creative destruction, a definition credited to the early German
theorist, Joseph Schumpeter. In the first two essays, Richard
Swedberg and Yohann Stryjan support the idea of recombining existing resources in new ways to create dynamic potential for entrepreneurial activity. In Chapter 3, Anderson,

G

Honig, and Peredo assert that this potential should originate
from “basic human needs and desires” and should contain
indigenous (as opposed to preestablished) cultural and social
identities that promote well-being—an ethical view of entrepreneurship (p. 75). Ellen S. O’Connor emphasizes that entrepreneurship should emerge through an ongoing process in
which the “entrepreneurial actor” and societal norms meet
within cross-domains of knowledge to create a dramatic and
transformational impact (p. 82), and Hjorth and Bjerke add
that this “organic” and ethical process depends on connections between desiring citizens (p. 120) within a public
space. The power for change emerges from within dynamic
relationships—in the spaces and dialogs created by these
new connections. This view sees entrepreneurship not as a
societal force, but as a society-creating force (p. 120).To reach
those new “connections” and find new spaces for novel
understandings, Pascal Day, in Chapter 6, brings entrepreneurship formally into the academic realm, and using language and discourse theory, introduces traditional entrepreneurship as text to be reread. By subverting the prevailing discourse (p. 137), and revisiting the marginalized or supplemental other, entrepreneurism can move from logocentrism
to finding new “connections” and creating “empty” spaces for
exploring human possibility and potential.
In part two of the book,“Contextualizing Social Change,”
the essayists use and apply “deconstruction” and “reconstruction” theories within real-life community contexts to show
how boundaries, identities, and space can be subverted and
organic interdependence can be used in lieu of hierarchical
systems. Fletcher and Watson begin the six remaining chapters by asking “who is the other” within communities. Using
an example of counter-urbanization, the chapter explores the
relationality of emergent entrepreneurship within life-changing processes. Kathryn Campbell goes on to view the other
as those nonhierarchical communities which explore interdependence with the earth and compares the language of
sustainable agriculture to sustainable communities. Primarily
a feminist reading, Campbell’s thesis supports long-term sustainable entrepreneurship as a “shared text” (p. 191) and
notes that “when power is shared, it transforms communities” (p. 181). In Chapter 9, Johannsson and Wigren continue
to explore the dynamics of sustainable “community identity
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making” (p. 201) and emphasize the dynamic relationship
between master narrative and those “silenced voices” that
become the seeds of alternative collective identity (p. 207).
By using the example of Gnosjö in Sweden, the chapter notes
that both diversity and movement perpetuate a continual
forming and reforming of “identity”—thereby ensuring sustainability. Picking up on this theme of dynamic interactions,
Lindgren and Packendorff, use the example of Hultsfred,
Sweden to demonstrate the delicate balance between deviation and belonging and to reassert an organic view of connection and the process of always becoming. In Chapter 11,
Karin Berglund sums up ideas of discursive diversity and the
equality of discourse, the promotion of the other, and a new
(and always renewing) process of viewing entrepreneurial
identity as a “complex collection of processes intertwined
and woven together”(p. 247) to form nonstatic, nonhierarchical community frameworks. She encourages businesspeople
and scholars to continue to consider alternative ways of
speaking about entrepreneurship, so as to promote healthy
interchange and viable community systems. Timon Beyes
concludes the series of essays by exploring “urban entrepreneurial space,” using discourse and spatial theory to demonstrate what he calls the theatre of entrepreneurship. By
embracing the “experimental,” collapsing borders, and allowing for novel interactions within the new spaces between
established and new narratives, the “new social entrepreneur” (a blend of Foucaultian actor and creative energizer)
can reveal untapped potential and new spaces (nontexts) for
relationships within both communities and within current
understandings of entrepreneurship.
In reading entrepreneurship as text, the essays in this col-

lection express “tectonic shifts”of understanding, as the goals
of the book shape and remake the “landscape” and texture of
the field of entrepreneurship itself. Serving as its own example of creative destruction and dynamic renewal, the collection of essays, as a discursive, interdependent “community,”
exploring theories of entrepreneurship as social change
within an academic context, proves itself entrepreneurial in
this new sense.
Although seeking to present alternative views of social
entrepreneurship, the book relies on methods of exploration
now fairly traditional to academic scholars. Primarily quoting
language and deconstructionist theorists such as Foucault,
Barthes, and Derrida, the application of systems renewal and
the exploration of new “paradigms” goes back to Thomas
Kuhn and other “new historical analysts.” Additionally, 18thcentury European ideals of organic, never-ending processes
are re-presented and recycled to meet the needs of the new
reader and are reapplied here within the entrepreneurial
arena of almost primarily Swedish contexts. Still, the arguments for placing entrepreneurism under “academic scrutiny” ring bold and true, and the text(s) support their methods
convincingly.The essayists investigate areas for entrepreneurship that are seldom heard and rarely considered. And in
doing so, they create a new “read” that shakes up the field of
entrepreneurship and prepares for a long-needed shift in the
expectations and definitions of economic process.
In presenting entrepreneurism in new ways and in challenging seekers to confront new territories and chart new
grounds in the field, Entrepreneurship as Social Change
comes across as a refreshing, innovative, and provocative
addition to the academic and business community.
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Book Review
The Oxford Handbook of Entrepreneurship

William H.A. Johnson
Mark Casson, Bernard Yeung, Anuradha Basu, and Nigel
Wadeson, eds. The Oxford Handbook of Entrepreneurship, New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2006. 790
pages, $155.

book that takes “stock of what has been achieved” in
the past 20 years of academic research on entrepreneurship would be expected to be somewhat of a
heavy tome. To that extent, the newly published handbook
from Oxford University Press weighs in just shy of 800 pages.
However, the book’s 27 chapters are at times delightful to
read, though at other times a little hard going.This is probably due to the enormous coverage of the book as a whole.
While many of the chapters discuss entrepreneurship via the
lenses of economic theory and research, others utilize theories and research from psychology, sociology, and management.
The editors state in their introductory section on the
objectives of the book that it is meant to be “an authoritative
survey of recent academic research into entrepreneurship”
that should aid in the needs of PhD candidates studying the
topic. Indeed, the book satisfies many of its objectives as a
survey of background literature on entrepreneurship covering the areas of industrial economics, business strategy, organizational behavior, finance, venture capital, and business history. Studying entrepreneurship requires a transdisciplinary
approach due to the transdisciplinary nature of the concept.
As such, the book does a great job in covering the many topics and issues that intersect in the practice of entrepreneurial behavior.
Broken into seven sections or parts, the book begins by
exploring the various economic theories of entrepreneurship.This covers, of course, the fact that static classical economic theory neglected the impact and, indeed, the importance of entrepreneurial activity in driving the economy.
Neoclassical treatments that eventually led to incorporating
entrepreneurship into economic theory, such as those linked
to Marshall and Schumpeter, are explored. The first section
also covers the history of entrepreneurship studies with an
interesting chapter on the historical biographies of entrepre-

A

neurs by T.A. B. Corley. He argues that only recently has rigor
been incorporated into case studies of entrepreneurs despite
the opportunity of studying successful and colorful entrepreneurs using the historical case study method.
The second section focuses on the topic of small firms
often seen as the structure for most entrepreneurial activity.
This covers the dynamics of small firm growth as well as the
issues within family-run firms that make up a majority of the
companies in the world.The following section covers innovation, a major topic of entrepreneurial studies, and the reviewer’s area of research. In a chapter by Walter Kuemmerle, we
are reminded, in contrast to the previous section, of the
importance of large firms to innovative activities as per
Schumpeter’s 1942 assertion in Capitalism, Socialism, and
Democracy. Whether large firms can withstand many of the
barriers and limitations to radical innovation is discussed.The
notion of radical and disruptive innovation is continued in
another chapter in the section by Luca Berchicci and
Christopher Tucci. They demonstrate that Clayton
Christensen’s findings (described in his book,The Innovator’s
Dilemma) that (large?) incumbents were often at an innovation disadvantage may not always have been the case. They
do this using empirical data from the very same industry
Christensen studied, the disk drive industry, demonstrating
that taking a different perspective on the same issue can
sometimes lead to dissimilar results and interpretations.
The fourth section focuses on issues of finance for the
entrepreneur, in particular those associated with venture capital (VC). Finance majors will find the two chapters in this
section of most interest.The first chapter by Robert Cressy is
particularly good at describing the definitions and issues of
VC for different entrepreneurs. The next chapter by Gary
Dushnitsky utilizes extensive panel data to discuss corporate
VC that takes place within the confines of the corporate
organization.
The rest of the book starts to move away from the economic theoretical framework, which litters the writing of the
first 400 pages or so, toward theories from psychology, sociology, and management.The fifth section has three chapters
that cover issues of self-employment and management buyouts. The notion of whether self-employment and entrepreneurship are the same is covered. A chapter by Deniz
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Ucbasaran, Paul Westhead, and Mike Wright examines the
“habitual entrepreneur,” an individual who has “successfully
owned several businesses” to illustrate the human capital and
behavioral differences as well as performance differences
between habitual and novice entrepreneurs.
Section six consists of six chapters that revolve around
the factors of social and cultural aspects of entrepreneurship.
Here the student of sociology and network theory will learn
all about the social dimensions of entrepreneurship. More
defined topics that relate to the social aspects of entrepreneurship are covered in an interesting chapter examining the
issues of ethnic minority entrepreneurship by Anuradha
Basu, which ties in well with the following chapter by
Andrew Godley that covers the migration of entrepreneurs.
A short chapter on women entrepreneurs by Candida G.
Brush is testimony to the dearth of research in this area
despite the fact that women are making up a larger and larger proportion of entrepreneurs.The nature of enterprise culture, particularly within the modern UK is covered in the last
chapter of the section.
Section seven, the final part of the book, explores the spatial and international dimensions of entrepreneurship. The
first chapter of the section by Philip McCann looks at the
phenomenon of clustering utilizing a transaction cost
approach. It breaks industrial clusters into three types: pure
agglomeration, the industrial complex, and the social network. The next chapter by Peter J. Buckley looks at international expansion of small and medium enterprises to cover
the new phenomena of “born global” firms and the distinc-

tive “e-commerce”firms.The final chapter of the book is a survey of entrepreneurship in transition economies such as the
former Eastern European bloc countries and the challenges
and opportunities of entrepreneurial activity across the
globe.This is an interesting read about the barriers to entrepreneurship and differences in organizations and institutions
that exist across different cultures and countries of the
world.
As might be expected with this type of survey handbook,
only some of the chapters describe original empirical
research, with most being extensive literature reviews of the
subject focus for that chapter. But these reviews are largely
well written and most chapters offer good advice as to where
future research should be directed, making it mandatory
reading for those interested in advancing the research front
in entrepreneurship.
Overall, my opinion is that the book largely succeeds with
its major objective. It would make a vital reference book for
any PhD student working on the transdisciplinary topics
related to entrepreneurship. After reading the entire book,
any student will be nicely informed of the extant literature
on these topics and equipped with the ability to view where
gaps in our knowledge exist for embarking on future
research. For the enlightened executive or MBA student, the
book also provides a reference for what is known about
entrepreneurs, their practice, and the effects thereof on the
economy.Thus, as a reference book on entrepreneurship that
is eminently readable, I recommend it.
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